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COMMISSION BASE VISIT
NSWC ANNAPOLIS AND
NSWC WHITE OAK
Monday, March 27, 1995

COMMISSIONER ATTENDING:

ilebecca Cox

STAFF ATTENDING:
David Epstein - Annapolis
David Lyles - both

Jeff Mulliner - White Oak
Alex Yellin - both

Monday, March 27
6:45AM David Epstein departs Potomac, MD. (home) en route NSWC Annapolis, MD.

7:00AM David Lyles and Alex Yellin pick up Rebecca Cox at home en route NSWC
Annapolis, MD.

7:45AM David Epstein arrives NSWC Annapolis.

8:00AM Arrive NSWC Annapolis, MD.
Rebecca Cox
David Lyles
Alex Yellin
**Contact: Roger Walker
Phone: 301-261-1334

8:00AM to Working breakfast and NSWC Annapolis base visit.
12:00PM

11:30AM Jeff Mulliner departs Rosslyn en route NSWC White Oak, MD.
12:00PM Depart NSWC Annapolis en route NSWC White Oak, MD.
Rebecca Cox
David Lyles
Alex Yellin

12:00PM David Epstein departs Annapolis en route Washington, D.C.




P

1:00PM

1:00PM to
5:00PM

1:00PM

5:00PM

6:00PM

Arrive NSWC White Oak, MD from NSWC Annapolis, MD.
Rebecca Cox
David Lyles
Alex Yellin

**Contact CDR Mike Silvestri
Phone: 301-394-1653

Working lunch and NSWC White Oak base visit.

David Epstein arrives Washington, D.C., from Annapolis.

Depart NSWC White Oak en route home.
Rebecca Cox
David Lyles
Alex Yellin
Jeff Mulliner

David Lyles and Alex Yellin drop Rebecca Cox off at home.

3/23/957:10 PM 2




DRAFT

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION

SUMMARY SHEET

NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER. CARDEROCK,
ANNAPOLIS DETACHMENT
Annapolis, Maryland

INSTALLATION MISSION

Provide research, development, test and evaluation, fleet support, and in-service engineering for

surface and undersea vehicle, hull, mechanical and electrical systems, and propulsors; provide

logistics R&D; and provide support to the Maritime Administration and the maritime industry.

Some specific efforts supported include RDT&E, Acquisition, and In-Service Engineering of

e Surface, Undersea and USMC Vehicle Vulnerability and Survivability Systems.

e Surface and Undersea Vehicle Active and Passive Acoustic Signatures and Silencing
Systems.

o Surface and Undersea Vehicle Non-Acoustic Signatures and Silencing Systems.

e Surface and Undersea Vehicle Propulsion Machinery Systems and Components.

e Surface and Undersea Vehicle Auxiliary Machinery Systems and Components.

The Annapolis Detachment has some unique missions involving ship vulnerability and
survivability, ship active and passive signatures, and surface and undersea vehicle hull
machinery, propulsors and equipment.

DOD RECOMMENDATION:

e Close NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment Annapolis, including the NIKE Site,
Bayhead Road, Annapolis.

» Transfer the fuel storage/refueling sites and the water treatment facilities to Naval Station,
Annapolis to support the U.S. Naval Academy and Navy housing.

* Relocate appropriate functions, personnel, equipment and support to other technical
activities, primarily NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment, Philadelphia, PA; NSWC,
Carderock Division, Carderock, MD; and Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, DC.

¢ Joint Spectrum Center (DoD cross-service tenant) will be relocated with other components of
the Center in the local area as appropriate.
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DOD JUSTIFICATION

o Sharp declines in technical center workload through 2001 which leads to excess capacity in

these activities.
o  This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate closure/realignment or

consolidation of activities wherever practicable.
e  This action permits the elimination of the command and support structure of the closing
activity resulting in improved efficiency, reduced costs, and reduced excess capacity.

COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD

e One-Time Cost: $§ 250  million

e Net Costs and Savings During Implementation: $ 36.7  million (savings)
e Annual Recurring Savings: $ 145  million

e Break-Even Year: 1 year

e Net Present Value Over 20 Years: § 1751 million

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS RECOMMENDATION (EXCLUDES
CONTRACTORS)

Military Civil Studerts
Baseline 2 418 -
Reductions 1 138 -
Realignments 1 280 -
Total 2 418 -

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF ALL RECOMMENDATIONS AFFECTING THIS
INSTALLATION (INCLUDES ON-BASE CONTRACTORS AND STUDENTS)

Out In Net (Loss)
Military Civilian Military Civilian Military Civiliar,
2 520 - - (2) (520)
2
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

NSWC Philadelphia is in a non-attainment area for CO.

e NSWC Carderock and NRL are currently in moderate non-attainment for CO and attainment
for PM-10.

o In the case of each receiving site, a conformity determination may be required to assess the

impact of this action.

No endangered species or biological habitat issues.

No wetlands on the base.

Historic preservation concerns apply.

NSWC Annapolis is in severe ozone non-attainment area.

There are asbestos problems of unknown magnitude on base.

REPRESENTATION
Govermor: Parris Glendening
Senators: Paul Sarbanes
Barbara Mikulski

Representative: - Wayne Gilchrest

ECONOMIC IMPACT

e Potential Employment Loss: 1512 jobs (522 direct anc 990 indirect)
e [City] MSA Job Base: 2,434,000 jobs

e Percentage: .1 percent decrease

e Cumulative Economic Impact (year-year): 0.0 percent decrease
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MILITARY ISSUES

e NSWC Philadelphia does not have facilities in any form for “Deep Ocean Machinery
Simulation, Magnetic Fields, Submarine Fluid Dynamics, Electric Power, Electric
Propulsion, and Machinery Acoustic Silencing.”

e This is the only location in the Western Hemisphere with the capability to evaluate and
qualify vehicles, deep ocean machinery, large size composite structures, and fiber optic cable
designs for both the Navy and commercial applications at deep ocean pressures.

e NSWC closure would result in the loss of key technical personnel and the Navy’s laboratory
capability to specify and validate cooling equipment which is responsive to the accelerated
worldwide CFC production ban. Beginning in 1996, the Navy will be using a strategic
stockpile of CFC, which will be depleted rapidly if ships cooling system developments
permitting non-CFC refrigerants are delayed. Navy could be fined $25,000 per day if the
CFC replacement project is not completed on schedule. No other DoD) or private sector
facility has the capability to conduct this work.

* No other activity currently provides certain support for shipboard auxiliary machinery
systems and “there is no single source that can provide the auxiliary machinery
systems/components integration expertise and the critical facilities ... for 21st century ships
and submarines.”

e “The Annapolis Site is the international leader in Machinery Silencing Technology. There is
no other assembly of experienced technical experts and facilities capable of developing
assessing the quietness of full-scale machinery at system operating conditions.”

e The Magnetic Fields Laboratory in Annapolis is “the only facility in the U.S. that can”
support degaussing coil design and calibration procedures and the “loss of the Annapolis site
would result in the severe degradation of the Navy’s capability and corporate memory in
submarine electromagnetic silencing and surface ship EM signature exploratory
development.”

e The United Kingdom has closed its facility and intends to use the facility at Annapolis.

e Annapolis has the capability to test manned vehicles under certified “man safe” conditions,
without which at-sea testing would have to be conducted, with the inherent risks to human
life due to potential failures. However, a manned vehicle was last tested in 1983.

DRAFT
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS/ISSUES

¢ Employees (particularly engineers) will be unable to obtain jobs in Annapolis if they choose
not to move.

e COBRA assumptions regarding moving and availability of other Government jobs are
unrealistic.

e There is sufficient space to enable tenant to move the remainder of its personnel on the
compound and thus save several million dollars a year in rent.

o COBRA data reflects NSWC as it is today, not as dictated by BRAC 91. This makes the
recurring savings appear much larger than it really is.

e COBRA data does not reflect the annual rent which would be incurred ($1 million/year) if
current tenant were forced to move into leased spaces.

e Some of the savings are really excess people which will be “allocated from excess capacity at
receiving sites.”

s Compound is surrounded by Naval Station Annapolis and can not be used unless base is
reconfigured.

o U.S. will suffer major loss of capability which will take years to replace.

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS

» NSWC Annapolis had a higher military value than NSWC Philadelphia and the margin
would have been even greater had not Philadelphia gotten higher scores for quality of life,
which is primarily oriented towards military personnel (Annapolis has one or two).

s BRAC-93 voted NOT against a DoD proposal which would have had Annapolis staffed
primarily by an equipment maintenance detachment. Most personnel would move to
Philadelphia and Carderock and would come to use the equipment on an as-needed basis.

e Costs associated with the DoD tenant at NSWC Annapolis may not have been properly
accounted for.

o IfNSWC is to be closed, why is the recommendation not to move it to DoD owned space
which offers a synergy with the Joint Spectrum Center?

e  When will Navy have environmental conformity determinations completed?

e Was everything possible done to maximize sharing of overhead between the Naval Station
and the NSWC?

o What are the reuse plans for the facility?

¢ COBRA Standards are questionable, especially moving costs, % employees getting jobs. %
moving to keep jobs.

¢ DoD for Base Operating Support Costs and Real Property Maintenance are suspect.

e Note that if Annapolis were kept open (once White Oak is closed) $15-$20 M could be
saved by keeping Annapolis open.

David Epstein/Navy/03/22/95 6:21 PM

wh
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ATTACHMENT X-1
RECOMMENDATION FOR CLOSURE

NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER, CARDEROCK DIVISION
DETACHMENT, ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND

Recommendation: Close the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division
Detachment, Annapolis, Maryland, including the NIKE Site, Bayhead Road, Annapolis,
except transfer the fuel storage/refueling sites and the water treatment facilities to Naval
Station, Annapolis to support the U.S. Naval Academy and Navy housing. Relocate
appropriate functions, personnel, equipment and support to other technical activities,
primarily Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division Detachment, Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania; Naval Surface Weapons Center, Carderock Division, Carderock, Maryland;
and the Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, D.C. The Joint Spectrum Center, a
DoD cross-service tenant, will be relocated with other components of the Center in the
local area as appropriate.

Justification: There is an overall reduction in operational forces and a sharp decline of
the Department of the Navy budget through 2001. Specific reductions for technical
centers are difficult to determine because these activities are supported through customer
orders. However, the level of forces and of the budget are reliable indicators of sharp
declines in technical center workload through 2001, which leads to a recognition of excess
capacity in these activities. This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels
dictate closure/realignment or consolidation of activities wherever practicable. The total
closure of this technical center reduces overall excess capacity in this category of
installations, as well as excess capacity specific to this particular installation. It results
in synergistic efficiencies by eliminating a major site and collocating technical personnel
at the two primary remaining sites involved in hull, machinery. and equipment associated
with naval vessels. It allows the movement of work to other Navy, DoD, academic and
private industry facilities, and the excessing of some facilities not in continuous use. It
also collocates RDT&E efforts with the In-Service Engineering work and facilities, to
incorporate lessons learned from fleet operations and to increase the technical response
pool to solve immediate problems.

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this
recommendation is $25 million. The net of all costs and savings during the
implementation period is a savings of $36.7 million. Annual recurring savings after
implementation are $14.5 million with a return on investment expected in one year. The
net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a savings of $175.1 million.

X-13
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TECHNICAL CENTERS/LABORATORIES
Commander-in-Chief, Atlantic Fleet
Atlantic Fleet Weapons Training Facility, PR
Fleet Technical Support Center, Atlantic, Norfolk, VA
Fleet Technical Support Center, Atlantic, Norfolk Detachment,
Mayport, FL
Fleet Technical Support Center, Atlantic, Norfolk Detachment,
Norlolk, VA

Commander-in-Chief, Pacific Fleet
Pacific Missile Range Facility, Hawaii Area, Barking Sands,
Hi
Fleet Technical Support Center, San Diego, CA
Fleet Technical Support Center, Pearl Harbor, HI

Chief of Naval Qperations
Operational Test and Evaluation Force, Norfolk, VA

Bureau of Medicine and Surgery
(c) Naval Mcdical Research Institute, Bethesda, MD
(c) Naval Health Research Center, San Diego, CA
Naval Acrospace Medical Research Laboratory, Pensacola, FL
(c) Naval Biodynamics Laboratory, New Orleans, LA
Naval Subnmarine Medical Research Laboratory, Groton, CT
Naval Dental Research Institute, Great Lakes, IL

Bureau of Naval Personnel
(c) Navy Personnel Research and Development Center, San
Diego, CA

Chief of Naval Research
Naval Research Laboratory. Washington, DC
(c) Naval Research Laboratory Detachment, Underwater Sound
Reference Laboratory, Orlando, FL
(rd)Office of Naval Research. Arlington. VA

Naval Air Systems Command
Naval Air Warfare Center, Headquarters, Washington, DC
Naval Air Warfare Center, Weapons Division, China Lake,
CA
Naval Air Warfare Center, Weapons Division, Point Mugu,
CA
(¢) Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division. Indianapolis, IN
Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Patuxent River,
MD
(c) Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Patuxent River
Detachment, Warminster, PA

(c) Closure candidate (ce) Closure-except candidate
(r) Realignment candidate  (rd) Redirect candidate

YI ALLAT IST -- BR

(c) Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Patuxent River
Detachment, Deep Water Test Facility, Oreland, PA
(ce)Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Lakehurst, NJ

Naval Air Training Systems Division, Orlando, FL
(c) Naval Air Technical Services Facility, Philadelphia, PA
(c) Naval Aviation Engineering Service Unit, Philadelphia, PA

Naval Sea Systems Command
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Headquarters, Arlington, VA
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division, Crane, IN
(ce)Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division Detachment,
Louisville, KY
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Division Detachment,
Hydroacoustic Test Area, Sullivan, IN
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren Division, Dahigren,
VA
(¢) Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahigren Division
Detachment, White Oak, MD
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren Division, Coastal
Systems Station, Panama City, FL
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Port Hueneme Division, Port
Hueneme, CA
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division,
Carderock, MD
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division
Detachment, Philadelphia, PA
(c) Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division
Detachment, Annapolis, MD
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division, Acoustic
Research Detachment, Bayview, ID
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Indian Head Division, Indian
Head, MD
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Indian Head Division
Detachment, Yorktown, VA
Naval Sea Logistics Center, Mechanicsburg, PA

Naval Sea Operations Support Detachment Technical

1
Representative, Moorestown, NJ
Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Headquarters, Newpart, RI
(c) Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Newport Division, Newport,
Rl
(r) Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Newport Division
Detachment, New London, CT
Naval Undersea Warfare Center, Keyport Division, Keyport,
WA
SEASPARROW Project Support Office, Arlington, VA
Naval Warfare Assessment Division, Corona, CA
AEGIS Combat Center, Wallops Island. VA
Naval Explosive Ordnance Disposal Technology Division,
Indian Head, MD

(

r Naval Ordnance Center, Indian Head, MD ]

Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command
Naval Command, Control, and Ocean Surveillance Center,
Headquarters, San Diego, CA
Naval Command, Control, and Ocean Surveillance Center,
RDT&E Division, San Diego, CA
(c) Naval Command, Control, and Ocean Surveillance Center,
RDT&E Division, San Diego Detachment, Warminster, PA
Naval Command. Control, and Ocean Surveillance Center,
In-service Engineering, East Coast Division, Charleston,
SC
(ce)Naval Command, Control, and Ocean Surveillance Center, In-
service Engineering, East Coast Division, Charleston
Detachment, Norfolk, VA
(¢) Naval Command, Controf, and Ocean Surveillance Center,
In-service Engineering, West Coast Division, San Diego,
CA
Naval Command, Control, and Ocean Surveillance Center,
In-service Engineering, West Coast Division, San Diego
Detachment, Peart Harbor, Hl
(¢) Naval Management Systems Support Office, Chesapeake, VA
Naval Technical Representative Office, Laurel, MD

Naval Facilities Engineering Service Center
Naval Facilities Engineering Service Center, Port Hueneme,
CA

Naval Supply Systems Command
Navy Clothing and Textile Research Facility, Natick, MA




NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER - CARDEROCK, ANNAPOLIS DETACHMENT

Host: Naval Surface Warfare Center - Carderock, Detachment Annapolis

Major Tenant: Joint Spectrum Center; performs highly classified work; reports to Defense
Information Systems Agency; 134 employees work on NSWC compound.

Location: Across Severn River from Naval Academy; 1 mile from downtown Annapolis
Surrounded by Naval Station Annapolis on land side and by Severn River.

Key Facilities:

Non-CFC Elimination

Deep Ocean Vehicle Facility
Propulsion Shaftline Facility
Machinery Acoustic Silencing
Submarine Fluid Dynamics
Magnetic Fields Laboratory
Advanced Electrical Machinery

Manpower:

o 19 civilian personnel and one officer are due to relocate to NSWC Carderock at Carderock,
MD and 261 civilian personnel are to relocate to Philadelphia.

e 138 civilian personnel and one officer will become excess.

Crucial issues and questions which should be discussed:

1 Relative to each major system on the basis.

s  Where else can testing be done if we close NSWC-Annapolis?

o What is impact if we close down and then attempt to reopen - will equipment be damaged?

e Are the project managers you support on this suite of equipment comfortable with Navy
decision to close NSWC and eliminate opportunity to do testing here?

2. Besides the Navy, are there any US or foreign organizations who test or expect to test at
NSWC Annapolis? Any private companies?



3.

What has been happening to your workload over the past few years? Do you currently

have enough work for your people? Do you expect to have enough in the future?

° &

I'm concerned about various aspects of the cost analysis:
Are the jobs to be eliminated really excess at Annapolis or does the excess exist elsewhere?
Has Annapolis’s overhead been reduced or is it scheduled to be reduced in conjunction with
BRAC-91 adjustments?
Explain the relationship and plans for your tenant, the Joint Spectrum Center. How much
would be spent on rent if the JSC moved off the compound? Is there room for more JSC
personnel to move onto the compound? How much money would that save?
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FISCAL YEAR 1894

MARYLAND

(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS)

Navy Other
Personnel/Expenditures Total ARy & Air Force Defense
Marine Corps Activities
1. Personnel - Total 106,776 48,872 35,333 16,267 6,304
Active Duty Military 31,811 10,690 14,747 6,374 0
Civilian 37,475 14,596 14,243 2,332 6,304
Reserve & National Guard 37,49 23,586 €,343 7,561 (4]
11. Expenditures - Total $7,564,066 $2,151,755 $3,370,224 $1,357,963 $684,124
A. Payroll Outlays - Total 3,307,925 1,263,390 1,312,077 506,581 245,877
Active Duty Military Pay 941,705 356,570 395,629 189,506 0
Civilian Pay 1,532,608 516,328 667,572 102,831 245,877
Reserve & National Guard Pay 129,195 77,188 21,741 30,266 0
Retired Military Pay 704,417 293,304 227,135 183,978 0
B. Prime Contracts Over $25,000
Total 4,256,141 908,365 2,058,147 851,382 438,247
Supply and Equipment Contracts 1,084,747 170,163 377,672 431,457 105,455
RDTAE Contracts 913,546 100,969 660,055 124,558 27,964
Service Contracts 1,914,383 368,787 951,961 288,843 304,782
Construction Contracts 280,582 205,573 68,459 6,524 36
Civil Function Contracts 62,873 62,873 0 0 o
Expencitures Military and Civilian Personnel
Major Locations Major locations
of Expenditures Favroll Prime of Personnel Active Duty
Total Outlays Contracts Total Military Civiiian
Baltirore $705,004 $10€,566 $596,438 | aberdeen Prov Grnd 11,886 4,278 7,611
Aberdeen Prov Grnd 663,060 416,778 246,282 | annapolis €,180 5,575 2,605
Bethesda €5€,55¢€ 289,336 367,220 Fort Neade E,11 5,256 z,85¢9
Laurel 460,619 14,842 465,776 | Andrews AIB 7,861 5,721 2,140
Annapolis 409,948 233,864 17€,084 | Bethesda €,757 4,308 2,449
Rockville 38€,645 23,406 365,239 Patuxent River NAIC 5,820 2,568 3,251
Patuxen: River NaIC 362,966 226,624 136,345 Indian Head 2,8E3 486 2,387
Fort Meade 250,041 299,601 51,440 | Erookmont 2,573 & 2,565
tndrews ATB 347,035 276,348 67,691 Fort Detrick 2,198 g24 1,274
Gaithersburg 24€,150 10,696 237,454 | Baltimore 1,953 293 1,660
Navy Other
Prirme Contracis Over $25,000 Total Army & Air Force Defense
(Prior Three Years) Marine Corps Activities
$667,518 $1,875,179 $1,06C,282 §2386,367
6£1,607 2,226 466 7% 644 36¢,565
783,12 1,801,705 1,192,852 €10, 855
Toyp Tive Coriracters Recelving the largest Major Area c? uork
Dollar Veiume of Prime Contract Awards Total
in this State Amount FSC or Service Code Descr.;-ion Amount
gy g g U SO SR 4
1. UESTINGHOUSE ELECTRIC CORP $568,028 Kadar Equipment, Airborne $246,729
2. JOHNS HOPHINS UNIVERSITY 442,281 PD”E/Ueapow. Engineering Davelopment 440,293
3. TRACOR INC 19£ 862 Engineering Technical 3Services 7€,267
4. INTERNATIONAL BUS MCHS CORP 187,085 Modification of Eg/Communication Equzpnen; 125,606
5. MARTIN MA uZ:TTA CORPORATION 151,637 Launchers, Guided Missile 80,126
Total of Above §1,567,903 { 36.4% of total awvards over $2%,000)
Prepare¢ by: \uasningion Headguariers Services
E.'e;to'a;e for informaticn

(perations and Reports
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CLOSURE HISTORY - INSTALLATIONS IN MARYLAND

22-Mar-95
SVC  INSTAHIATIONNAME ACTION YEAR  ACTION SOURCE ACTION STATUS ACTION SUMMARY  ACTION DETAIL
A

ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND 88/91 DEFBRAC/DBCRC ONGOING REALGNUP 1988 DEFBRAC:

Close former NIKE site at the northwestern edge of
the installation; completed FY 93; pending disposal

1991 DBCRC:
Army Research Institute MANPRINT function
realigned from Alexandria, VA; completed FY 93

6.1 and 6.2 materiels elements realigned from the
Belvoir Research and Development Center, Fort
Belvoir, VA; scheduled FY 93-95

Army Materials Technology Laboratory (less
structures element) realigned from Watertown, MA
(Change to 1988 SECDEF Commission
recommendation); scheduled FY 95

ADELPHI LABORATORY CENTER 91 DBCRC ONGOING REALGNUP 1991 DBCRC:
Directed Energy and Sensors Basic and Applied
Research element of the Center for Night Vision and
Electro-Optics realigned from Fort Belvoir, VA;
scheduled FY 97

Electronic Technology Device Laboratory realigned
from Fort Monmouth, NJ; scheduled FY 95

Battlefield Environment Effects element of the
Atmospheric Science Laboratory realigned from
White Sands Missile Range, NM; scheduled FY 97
Research Facilily realigned from Harry Diamond

Laboratories, Woodbridge, VA; completed FY 94

Realign fuze development and production mission
(armament related) to Picatinny Arsenal, NJ;
completed FY 94

Realign fuze development and production mission
(missile related) to Redstone Arsenal, AL; completed
FY 94

ARMY RESERVE CENTER, GAITHERSBURG 88 DEFBRAC COMPLETE CLOSE 1988 DEFBRAC:
Close; completed FY 92; pending disposal
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CLOSURE HISTORY - INSTALLATIONS IN MARYLAND

22-Mar-95
SvC INSTALLATION NAME ACTION YEAR ACTION SOURCE ACTION STATUS ACTION SUMMARY ACTION DETAIL
FORT DETRICK 88/91 DEFBRAC/DBCRC ONGOING REALGNDN 1988 DEFBRAC:

Letterman Army Institute of Research realigned from
Presidio of San Francisco, CA (Changed to be
disestablished by 1991 Defense Base Closure
Commission)

1991 DBCRC:

Disestablish the U.S. Army Biomedical Research &
Development Laboratory; transfer medical materiel
research mission to the U.S. Army Medical Materiel
and Development Activity at Fort Detrick; collocate
environmental and occupationat toxicology research
with the Armstrong Laboratory, Wright-Patterson
AFB, OH; scheduled FY 92-96

FORT HOLABIRD 88 DEFBRAC ONGOING PART CLOSE 1988 DEFBRAC:
Close that portion occupied by, and realign, the
Crime Records Center of the Criminal Investigation
Command to Fort Belvoir, VA; scheduled FY 95

FORT MEADE 88/90/93 DEFBRAC/PR/DBCRC ~ ONGOING PART CLOSE 1988 DEFBRAC:
Close the ranges, airfield and training areas
(approximately 9,000 acres): 7,600 acres transferred
to the Department of the Interior on 16 Oct 91 in
accordance with the FY 91 National Defense
Authorization Act; 500 additional acres transferred
to the Department of the Interior in FY 93;
remaining 900 acres to be disposed of by FY 95

1990 PRESS:
Inactivate Headquarters, 1st Region, Criminal
Investigation Command; scheduled FY 93

1993 DBCRC:

Naval Security Group Command (including Security
Group Station and Security Group Detachment,
Potomac) realigned from the National Capital
Region; scheduled FY 96

FORT RITCHIE
AF
ANDREWS AFB 90 PRESS PROPOSED REALGN 1990 Press Release indicated realignment. No
specifics given.
MARTIN STATE AGS
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IISTORY - INSTALLATIONS IN

' ACTION YEAR

MARYLAND

ACTION SOURCE

'ACTIONSTATUS  ACTION SUMMARY

ACTION DETAIL

CLOSURE |
22-Mar-95
SVC  INSTALLATION NAME
D
DMA HYDROGRAPHIC/TOPOGRAPHIC CENTER g8
N
D W TAYLOR NAV SHIP R&D CTR
NAV ORDANCE COMMAND INDIAN HEAD 91/93
NAV SURFACE WEAPONS CTR WHITE OAK 91/93
NAVAL AIR TEST CTR, PAX RIVER
NAVAL COMM UNIT, WASHINGTON
NAVAL ELECTRONIC SYS ENGR ACT 93

DEFBRAC ONGOING REALGNUP
DBCRC COMPLETED REALIGNDN
DBCRC ONGOING DISESTAB
DBCRC ONGOING CLOSE

1988 DEFBRAC:
Activities realigned from Defense Mapping Agency
site in Herndon, VA; scheduled FY 95

1991 DBCRC:

Recommended realignment as part of the Naval
Surface Warfare Center, Combat & Weapons System
Engineering and Industrial Base Directorate.

1993 DBCRC:

Directed the disestablishment of the Sea Automated
Data System Activity (SEAADSA) and relocation of
needed functions, personnel, equipment, and support
to NSWC Indian Head, MD.

1991 DBCRC:

Recommended realignment as part of the Naval
Surface Warfare Centcr, Combat & Weapons
Systems R&D Directorate.

1993 DBCRC:

Directed the disestablishment of the White Oak
Detachment of the Naval Surface Warfare Center,
Relocate its functions, personnel, equipment, and
support to NSWC-Dahlgren, VA; NSWC-Indian
Head, MD; NSWC-Dahlgren, VA; and Coastal
Systems Station, Panama City, FL. Property and
facilities will be retained for relocation of Naval Sea
Systems (NAVSEA) Command.

1993 DBCRC:

Directed the closure of Naval Electronic Systems
Engineering Activity (NESEA) St Inigoes, MD and
relocation to NESEC Charleston, SC. The
ATC/ACLS facility, the Aegis Radio Room
Laboratory, Identify Friend or Foe, Light Airborne
Multipurpose System (LAMPS), and special warfare
joint program support are to remain at St. Inigoes but
be transferred to Naval Air Systems Command.



¢ ¢

CLOSURE HISTORY - INSTALLATIONS IN MARYLAND

22-Mar-95
SVC  INSTALLATIONNAME ACTION YEAR  ACTION SOURCE ACTION STATUS  ACTION SUMMARY _ ACTION DETAIL "
NAVAL MEDICAL COMMAND-NCR
NAVY RADIO TRANS FAC ANNAPOLIS 93 DBCRC ONGOING DISESTAB 1993 DBCRC:
Directed the disestablishment of the NRTF
Annapolis. The Navy will retain real property.
NSWC CARDEROCK, ANNAPOLIS DET 93 DBCRC CANCELLED CLOSE 1993 DBCRC:

US NAVAL ACADEMY

Directed that the NSWC - Carderock, Annapolis Dct
remain open despite OSD's recommendation to close
the detachment.




!
hed
[
tr
[aa
bt

. 50TH STORY of Level 1 printed in FULL format.

Copyright 1995 The Baltimore Sun Company
The Sun (Baltimore)

v March 5, 1995, Sunday, ARUNDEL EDITION
SECTION: LOCAL (NEWS), Pg. 1C

LENGTH: 749 words

HEADLINE: Closing notice jolts Naval Surface Weapons Center
BYLINE: John Rivera, Sun Staff Writer

BODY:
The scientists and engineers at the Naval Surface Weapons Center in Annapolis

thought for sure they would be safe from an independent base-closing commission
this year, especially since they had persuaded that panel to keep the center

open only two years ago.

But last week the Department of Defense again recommended closing the center
across the Severn River from the Naval Academy, and employees are surprised and

angered.

"We kind of felt they loocked at what we do, evaluated and decided, 'You have
to stay open,' " said Sam Shank, a computer engineer who works with a
sophisticated program that helps design and evaluate ships and their machinery
systems. "The only thing that's changed in two years is our workload has
ir~reased."

‘.l'gyne Adamson, who heads a branch that designs equipment for making fresh
water from seawater, called the move "partly a political decision."

"I know a lot of these things are supposed to be financially motivated," he
said. "I think they were aiming to make sure the bullet hit us this time."

Nationwide, the Defense Department designated 146 military bases for closure
or realignment. Five installations in Maryland were targeted. The
recommendations will be reviewed by the Base Closure and Realignment Commission,
which can delete or add bases to the list. The panel has until July 1 to send
final recommendations to the president and Congress.

This is the third time in four years the weapons center has been targeted in
the closing and realignment process. The size of the center, which opened in
1908, was reduced in 1991, but most of the employses affected are still there,
waiting to be transferred to new facilities under construction in Bethesda.

Employees and lawmakers beat back the threatened closure two years ago, cnly
to learn Tuesday of new plans to close the center, most likely by 1998, unless
they can persuade the commission otherwise.

Of the 431 employees affected, about 138 would be laid off and the rest

transferred, some to Bethesda, but most to Philadelphia, according to Jim Scott,
a spokesman for the center's Annapolis Detachment.
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Commission members figured that the overall reduction in the Navy's budget
and troop strength would lead to a decline in the workload of its technical
c ers over the next five years, according to a Pentagon document explaining
&!!'rationale for closing the center. Because of that decline, it makes more
sense to consolidate the work done in Annapolis at the Navy's technical centers

in Bethesda and Philadelphia, the document said.

The Pentagon estimates that it will cost § 25 million to close the center and
transfer the remaining employees. The move would lead to an annual savings of $
14.5 million, amounting to a net savings of $ 175.1 million over 20 years,
officials estimate. "It's a tough time, but it's really a good news story for
the taxpayer at large," said Cmdr. Roger Walker, the officer in charge of the
center. "The Navy has more infrastructure than it needs right now."

But some employees say closing the center makes no sense because the research
done there on the machinery of Navy ships is done nowhere else. And some of the

equipment there is unique.

For example, the center's Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation Facility, which can
duplicate the pressure at a depth of 27,000 feet, is the only one of its kind.
It is too expensive to move and will be abandoned if the center closes,
officials said.

"We're the only Navy machinery research and development operation in the
country. Our work is not duplicated anywhere else," Mr. Shank said. "The money
that we spend comes out of the requirements the Navy has o build ships."

Members of Maryland's congressional delegation hope to avert the closing.

‘.I'&his move to Philadelphia in my judgment does not make sense. It's really
counterproductive," said Democratic Sen. Paul S. Sarbanes, who was instrumental
in persuading the commission to keep the center open two years ago. "I don't
think they'll get savings and I think it will impact negatively on their
mission."

Rep. Wayne T. Gilchrest, the Republican whose district includes the center,
said he believes the delegation will be able to persuade the commission to keep
it open.

"If I really felt this place were unnecessary, or would be more effective
elsewhere, I would step aside and let it go through," he said. "But I don't
think it shows good judgment. . . . So we're going to stand up . . . and let
those guys keep working."
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BODY:
Fifteen minutes of testimony this spring may decide the fate of the Naval

Warfare Research Center outside Annapolis.

That's how long its supporters will have before the independent Defense
Base Closure and Realignment Commission, which must decide whether to keep the
center on the final list of closings due in July.

"You really have to make the best case of your life," said Beverly Byron of
Frederick, a former congressman and past chairman of the base commission.

Mrs. Byron was part of a strategy session Friday in Washington, D.C., that
included Sen. Paul S. Sarbanes, Sen. Barbara Mikulski, Rep. Steny Hoyer and
others hoping to save the five Maryland bases on the Defense Department's
preliminary hit list.

addition to the former David Taylor Research Center across the Severn
River from the Naval Academy, the Pentagon wants to close the Naval Surface
Warfare Center in White Oak, Fort Ritchie in Cascade, the Naval Medical Research
Institute in Bethesda, and the Army Publications Distribution Center in Middle

River.

It also wants to shrink the 32-bed Kimbrough Army Community Hospital at Fort
George G. Meade into a clinic.

The closings would cost the state over 2,600 jobs, although some 1,000 new
jobs would arrive as facilities in other states are eliminated and their
personnel transferred to Maryland bases.

Anne Arundel County could lose about 560 jobs at the research center and
hospital, although about 15 research positions would be transferred to a
Bethesda facility.

Testimony before the commission's regional hearings is expected in April or
May. No hearing site has been picked.

For the Annapolis center, a retired research director may lead the charge.

On Friday, Mr. Sarbanes, D-Md., praised former center employee Jim Corder's
defense during the last base closure round.
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In 1993, his impassioned speech persuaded the commission to drop the facility
from the hit list.

- The base is essential to the current and future missions of the Navy," said
A!"Eorder, who worked at the center for almost 30 years.

The Annapolis resident retired three years ago as deputy director of
machinery research and development.

"In 1993, I testified that the Navy had misused or ignored its own guidelines
in voting to cut the base. It irritated me as a taxpayer. It wasn't going to
save any money."

Mrs. Byron said that is the type of argument the base closing commission will
be ready to hear. While potential savings, and economic and environmental
impacts will be a consideration, military value will be paramount.

In addition to the hearings, the Annapolis center and the other bases will
each receive a visit from a member of the commission, dur ing which new
information can be presented.

Communities can also place additional relevant documents into the
commission's library in Rosslyn, Va.

"We have no intention of being a rubber stamp for the Department of Defense,"
said Chuck Pizer, a spokesman for the commission.

In July, the commission will send an amended list to President Clinton and
¢ ress, which must approve or reject the list in its entirety.

In the two previous base closing rounds, the commission endorsed about 85
percent of the Pentagon's cuts. Both times, its recommendations were passed by
Congress.

The kest way to save a base from closing, of course, was to keep it off the
Defense Department's list in the first place.

"Up till now, it's been an internal military-politics game," said an aide to
Ms. Mikulski, D-Md.

Bases without friends in high places were more vulnerable, the aide said.
Groups close to Indian Head Naval Ordnance Station and Patuxent River Naval
Air Warfare Center hired professional lobbyists. They also had networks of

civilians and retired military personnel who worked to protect them.

The Annapolis research center didn't have a strong patron in the Navy, the
aide said.
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WASHINGTON -- Defenders of five Maryland bases tagged by the Pentagon this

year for closure have won a home-field advantage. An appeals hearing for all
proposed closings in the mid-Atlantic region will be held in Baltimore on May 4.

The Maryland congressional delegation pressed for the in-state location
because hundreds of civilian jobs in the state are threatened by the Pentagon
decision to put the five Maryland bases on this year's list of recommended
closures.

It is the first time that the independent Base Closure and Realignment
Commission has scheduled a regional hearing in Maryland. In previous rounds --
in 1988, 1991 and 1993 -- it has held hearings in Washington and Virginia.

"I think it serves our purposes to have it here," said Democratic Sen. Paul
€ arbanes of Maryland. "We don't have to travel out of state, and our people

vnot going to be inconvenienced.

"The community groups have been energized, and they are hard at work. I have
no basis to be optimistic or pessimistic. You do what you have to do here, which
is mount as effective a presentation as you can to the commission."

The Maryland installations targeted are Fort Ritchie in Western Maryland; the

Naval Surface Warfare Centers in Annapolis and White Oak; the Army Publications
Distribution Center in Middle River; and the Naval Medical Research Institute in

Bethesda.

In a letter last week to Alan Dixon, a former senator from Illinois who is
chairman of the base closure commission, the congressional delegation said the
choice of Maryland as a regional hearing site would be appropriate, because the
1995 closure list heavily affects the state.

"I think this shows a very positive mood in the commission," said Democratic
Sen. Barbara A. Mikulski of Maryland. "I think it shows they regard the Maryland
bases to be of significant importance. I think it shows they want to be fair."

The commission has the power to endorse or alter the Pentagon's list. The
hearing, one of 11 to be held around the nation, will give each affected
community the chance to argue for keeping its local base open.

In the three previous closure rounds, fewer than one ir five bases were
¢ 4. In those rounds, each affected community was given 15 minutes to make
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its case to the commission for keeping its local base open. This year, each
state will be given a block of time, based on the severity of the potential

i~-act.

‘.-kv. Parris N. Glendening has appointed former Rep. Beverly B. Byron to lead
Maryland's campaign to save the five Maryland bases.
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PERHAPS THE Naval Surface Warfare Center in Annapolis one of the top
federal employers in Anne Arundel County for many years 1is doomed. It is now
on a government base-closing hit list for the third time in less than five
years, which strongly suggests that someone powerful in the Pentagon's catacombs
has drawn a bull's-eye over it and intends to keep firing until it goes down.

But Maryland's congressional delegation certainly hasn't given up on the
center nor should it. It's mobilizing for another fight as the Defense Base
Closure and Realignment Commission goes through its rounds of visits and
hearings. (The crucial final report goes to the president on July 1).

Before we consent to the extinction of an 87-yearold imstitution that,
despite recent personnel cutbacks, still brings a $ 33 million annual payroll
into this area, we should at least hear a case for its elimination that makes
some sense. Such a case wasn't made two years ago. It hasn't been forthcoming

T time, either.

Two years ago, the Defense Department plan was to eliminate 350 jobs at the
center (200 workers shifted to Philadelphia and 50 to Bethesda, with about 100
jobs phased out). A skeleton crew of 80 would have remained to operate equipment
for the use of Navy employees commuting from Philadelphia and elsewhere.

Why move researchers 100 miles from equipment they need? The Defense
Department never produced a sensible answer for that, and the congressional
delegation was able to mount a strong case that the $ 7.8 million in projected
savings would have been lost again through commuting costs and a decline in the

quality of the facility's work. In the end, the commission voted unanimously
against the plan.

And yet here we are again, less than two years later, having the same
argument.

"It didn't make sense to move it then, and it doesn't now, " notes Sen. Faul
S. Sarbanes, D-Md., who is pledging that he and other legislatcrs will "fight
this as hard as we can."

The facility 1s on 65 acres on the north bank of the Severn. It does
research, development, testing and evaluation of new materials and machinery for
the Navy, some of it with underwater testing facilities zavailable nowhere else.
In 1993, in the midst of cutbacks, the research center wcn a record 26 patents a

agood indication of the amount of creative thinking going on there.
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The center's staff, we should note, is civilian, and many of the key
personnel have been there a long time. These are not military personnel, used to
p* ~king up and moving on short notice. For many of them, the closing of the
. polis facility will be the end of their government careers.

Of course, no military facility can be considered a permanent entitlement for
a community. With the Defense Department facing a need to scale the U.S.
military down to post-Cold War dimensions, some installations will have to go.

But, on the other hand, a valuable research facility which produces work
useful to the Navy and to civilians shouldn't be disassembled and scattered tot
he four winds just because the Pentagon needs to cut something. There must be
good reasons. So far, in the case of this facility, we don't have any.

So it's up to the congressional delegation to convince the commission again.
We wish it luck.
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BODY:
The scientists and engineers at the Naval Surface Weapons Center in Annapolis

thought for sure they would be safe from an independent base-closing commission
this year, especially since they had persuaded that panel to keep the center

open only two years ago.

But last week the Department of Defense again recommended closing the center
across the Severn River from the Naval Academy, and employees are surprised and

angered.

"We kind of felt they looked at what we do, evaluated and decided, 'You have
to stay open,' " said Sam Shank, a computer engineer who works with a
sophisticated program that helps design and evaluate ships and their machinery
systems. "The only thing that's changed in two years is our workload has
increased."

‘."Eyne Adamson, who heads a branch that designs equipment for making fresh
water from seawater, called the move "partly a political decision."

"I know a lot of these things are supposed to be financially motivated," he
said. "I think they were aiming to make sure the bullet hit us this time."

Naticnwide, the Defense Department designated 146 military bases for closure

or realignment. Five installations in Maryland were targeted. The
recommendations will be reviewed by the Base Closure and Realignment Commission,

which can delete or add bases to the list. The panel has until July 1 to send
final recommendations to the president and Congress.

This is the third time in four years the weapons center has been targeted in
the closing and realignment process. The size of the center, which opened in
1508, was reduced in 1991, but most of the employees affected are still there,
waiting to be transferred to new facilities under construction in Bethesda.

Employees and lawmakers beat back the threatened closure two years ago, only
to learn Tuesday of new plans to close the center, most likely by 1998, unless
they can persuade the commission otherwise.

Of the 431 employees affected, about 138 would be laid off and the rest
transferred, some to Bethesda, but most to Philadelphia, according to Jim Scott,
a spokesman for the center's Annapolis Detachment.
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Commission members figured that the overall reduction in the Navy's budget
and troop strength would lead to a decline in the workload of its technical
¢ “ers over the next five years, according to a Pentagon document explaining
. ationale for closing the center. Because of that decline, it makes more
;!!!2 to consolidate the work done in Annapolis at the Navy's technical centers
in Bethesda and Philadelphia, the document said.

The Pentagon estimates that it will cost $ 25 million to close the center and
transfer the remaining employees. The move would lead to an annual savings of $
14.5 million, amounting to a net savings of $ 175.1 million over 20 years,
officials estimate. "It's a tough time, but it's really a good news story for
the taxpayer at large," said Cmdr. Roger Walker, the officer in charge of the
center. "The Navy has more infrastructure than it needs right now."

But some employees say c¢losing the center makes no sense because the research
done there on the machinery of Navy ships is done nowhere else. And some of the
equipment there is unique.

For example, the center's Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation Facility, which can
duplicate the pressure at a depth of 27,000 feet, is the only one of its kind.
It is too expensive to move and will be abandoned if the center closes,
officials said.

"We're the only Navy machinery research and development operation in the
country. Our work is not duplicated anywhere else," Mr. Shank said. "The money
that we spend comes ocut of the requirements the Navy has to build ships."

Members of Maryland's congressional delegation hope to avert the closing.

his move to Philadelphia in my judgment does not make sense. It's really
counterproductive, " said Democratic Sen. Paul S. Sarbanes, who was instrumental
in persuading the commission to keep the center open two years ago. "I don't
think they'll get savings and I think it will impact negatively on their
mission."

Rep. Wayne T. Gilchrest, the Republican whose district includes the center,
said he believes the delegation will be able to persuade the commission to keep
it open.

"If I really felt this place were unnecessary, or would be more effective
elsewhere, I would step aside and let it go through," he said. "But I don't
think it shows good judgment. . . . So we're going to stand up . . . and let
those guys keep working."
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BODY :
Fifteen minutes of testimony this spring may decide the fate of the Naval

Warfare Research Center outside Annapolis.

That's how long its supporters will have before the independent Defense
Base Closure and Realignment Commission, which must decide whether to keep the

center on the final list of closings due in July.

"You really have to make the best case of your life," said Beverly Byron of
Frederick, a former congressman and past chairman of the base commission.

Mrs. Byron was part of a strategy session Friday in Washington, D.C., that
included Sen. Paul S. Sarbanes, Sen. Barbara Mikulski, Rep. Steny Hoyer and
others hoping to save the five Maryland bases on the Defense Department's
preliminary hit list.

addition to the former David Taylor Research Center across the Severn
River from the Naval Academy, the Pentagon wants to close the Naval Surface
Warfare Center in White Oak, Fort Ritchie in Cascade, the Naval Medical Research
Institute in Bethesda, and the Army Publications Distribution Center in Middle
River.

It also wants to shrink the 32-bed Kimbrough Army Community Hospital at Fort
George G. Meade into a clinic.

The closings would cost the state over 2,600 jobs, although some 1,000 new
jobs would arrive as facilities in other states are eliminated and their
personnel transferred to Maryland bases.

Anne Arundel County could lose about 560 jobs at the research center and
hospital, although about 15 research positions would be transferred to a
Bethesda facility.

Testimony before the commission's regional hearings is expected in April or
May. No hearing site has been picked.

For the Annapolis center, a retired research director may lead the charge.

On Friday, Mr. Sarbanes, D-Md., praised former center employee Jim Corder's
defense during the last base closure round.
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In 1993, his impassioned speech persuaded the commission to drop the facility
from the hit list.

; ghe base is essential to the current and future missions of the Navy," said
order, who worked at the center for almost 30 years.

The Annapolis resident retired three years ago as deputy director of
machinery research and development.

"In 1993, I testified that the Navy had misused or ignored its own guidelines
in voting to cut the base. It irritated me as a taxpayer. It wasn't going to
save any money."

Mrs. Byron said that is the type of argument the base closing commission will
be ready to hear. While potential savings, and economic and environmental
impacts will be a consideration, military value will be paramount.

In addition to the hearings, the Annapolis center and the other bases will
each receive a visit from a member of the commission, dur ing which new
information can be presented.

Communities can also place additional relevant documents into the
commission's library in Rosslyn, Va.

"We have no intention of being a rubber stamp for the Department of Defense,"
said Chuck Pizer, a spokesman for the commission.

In July, the commission will send an amended list to President Clinton and
C ress, which must approve or reject the list in its entirety.

‘.!L the two previous base closing rounds, the commission endorsed about 85
percent of the Pentagon's cuts. Both times, its recommendations were passed by

Congress.

The best way to save a base from closing, of course, was to keep it off the
Defense Department's list in the first place.

"Up till now, it's been an internal military-politics game," said an aide to
Ms. Mikulski, D-Md.

Bases without friends in high places were more vulnerable, the aide said.
Groups close to Indian Head Naval Ordnance Station and Patuxent River Naval
Air Warfare Center hired professional lobbyists. They also had networks of

civilians and retired military personnel who worked to protect them.

The Annapolis research center didn't have a strong patron in the Navy, the
aide said.
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WASHINGTON -- Defenders of five Maryland bases tagged by the Pentagon this
year for closure have won a home-field advantage. An appeals hearing for all
proposed closings in the mid-Atlantic region will be held in Baltimore on May 4.

The Maryland congressional delegation pressed for the in-state location
because hundreds of civilian jobs in the state are threatened by the Pentagon
decision to put the five Maryland bases on this year's list of recommended

closures.

It is the first time that the independent Base Closure and Realignment
Commission has scheduled a regional hearing in Maryland. In previous rounds --
in 1988, 1991 and 1993 -- it has held hearings in Washington and Virginia.

"I think it serves our purposes to have it here," said Democratic Sen. Paul
€ T"arbanes of Maryland. "We don't have to travel out of state, and our people

vot going to be inconvenienced.

"The community groups have been energized, and they are hard at work. I have
no basis to be optimistic or pessimistic. You do what you have to do here, which
is mount as effective a presentation as you can to the commission."

The Maryland installations targeted are Fort Ritchie in Western Maryland; the

Naval Surface Warfare Centers in Annapolis and White Oak; the Army Publications
Distribution Center in Middle River; and the Naval Medical Research Institute in

Bethesda.

In a letter last week to Alan Dixon, a former senator from Illinois who is
chairman of the base closure commission, the congressional delegation said the
croice of Maryland as a regional hearing site would be appropriate, because the
1995 closure list heavily affects the state.

"I think this shows a very positive mood in the commission," said Democratic
Sen. Barbara A. Mikulski of Maryland. "I think it shows they regard the Maryland
bases to be of significant importance. I think it shows they want to be fair."

The commission has the power to endorse or alter the Pentagon's list. The
hearing, one of 11 to be held arcund the nation, will give each affected
community the chance to argue for keeping its local base open.

In the three previous closure rounds, fewer than one in five bases were
s 1. In those rounds, each affected community was given 15 minutes to make
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its case to the commission for keeping its local base open. This year,
state will be given a block of time, based on the severity of the potential

each

imnact.

v. Parris N. Glendening has appointed former Rep. Beverly B. Byron to lead
Maryland's campaign to save the five Maryland bases.
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PERHAPS THE Naval Surface Warfare Center in Annapolis one of the top
federal employers in Anne Arundel County for many years is doomed. It is now
on a government base-closing hit list for the third time in less than five
years, wnich strongly suggests that someone powerful in the Pentagon's catacombs
has drawn a bull's-eye over it and intends to keep firing until it goes down.

But Maryland's congressional delegation certainly hasn't given up on the
center nor should it. It's mobilizing for another fight as the Defense Base
Closure and Realignment Commission goes through its rounds of visits and
hearings. (The crucial final report goes to the president on July 1).

Before we consent to the extinction of an 87-yearold institution that,
despite recent personnel cutbacks, still brings a $§ 33 million annual payroll
into this area, we should at least hear a case for its elimination that makes
some sense. Such a case wasn't made two years ago. It hasn't been forthcoming
t° - time, either.

‘.I!;o years ago, the Defense Department plan was to eliminate 350 jobs at the
center (200 workers shifted to Philadelphia and 50 to Bethesda, with about 100
jobs phased out). A skeleton crew of 80 would have remained to operate eguipment
for the use of Navy employees commuting from Philadelphia and elsewhere.

Why move researchers 100 miles from equipment they need? The Defense
Department never produced a sensible answer for that, and the congressional
delegation was able to mount a strong case that the $§ 7.8 million in projected
savings would have been lost again through commuting costs and a decline in the
quality of the facility's work. In the end, the commissior voted unanimously
against the plan.

And yet here we are again, less than two yeare later, having the same
argument.

"It didn't make sense to move it then, and it doesn't now," notes Sen. Paul
S. Sarbares, D-Md., who is pledging that he and other legislators w.ll "fight
this as hard as we can."

The facility is on 65 acres on the north bank of the Severn. It does
research, development, testing and evaluation 0f new materiale and machinery for
the Navy, some of it with underwater testing facilities avalilable nowhere else.
In 1993, in the midst of cutbacks, the research center won a record 26 patents a

good indication of the amount of creative thinking going on there.

v




PAGE 8
. s W The Capital, March 13, 1995

The center's staff, we should note, is civilian, and many of the key
personnel have been there a long time. These are not military personnel, used to
ri~king up and moving on short notice. For many of them, the closing of the
]‘.'folis facility will be the end of their government careers.

Of course, no military facility can be considered a permanent entitlement for
a community. With the Defense Department facing a need to scale the U.S.
military down to post-Cold War dimensions, some installations will have to go.

But, on the other hand, a valuable research facility which produces work
useful to the Navy and to civilians shouldn't be disassembled and scattered tot
he four winds just because the Pentagon needs to cut something. There must be
good reasons. So far, in the case of this facility, we don't have any.

So it's up to the congressional delegation to convince the commission again.
We wish it luck.

LOAD-DATE-MDC: March 15, 1985




AFF LB 795 @S0 1SPR COMTIMEMTAL GotT. SFFAIRS pLoooz

]'_1
r

Key issues identified section

. The professional staff at the installation indicate that they are unlikely to move to
Philadelphia. This, along with the difficulty of moving sensitive equipment could
result in the substantial delay of ongoing projects. Several major projects,
particularly the one to develop equipment to handle CFCs might be adversely
impacted. This would jeopardize international treaties and could be extremely
expensive. In the case of othexr projects, there is the possibility that lead ships in
some classes might be built without the enhance systems being developed at
Annapolis. Those systems might be later retrofitted at additional cost.

. It will be difficult if not impossible to move some of the equipment at Annapolis.
The Deep Ocean Vehicle Facility would simply be abandoned. This could result
in costly testing at sea with less reliability. Concern was also expressed over the
magnetics, noise, and vibration at NSWC, particularly because of the industrial
nature of the shipyard complex and proximity to the major interstate highway

and airport.

. Costs for a tenant, the Joint Spectrum Center(JSC), a Defense Information
Systems Agency (DISA) activity could increase by approximately one million
dollars if they had to move into commercial space. This cost was not considered.
The Joint Spectrum Center supporting contractor, the Illinois Institute of
Technology Research Institute, is currently paying 1.5 million dollars per year to
rent commercial space in Annapolis which is reimbursed by JSC. There would
be sufficient space (after the departure of Materials Departments Staff to
Carderock, per BRAC ’91) at NSWC to house all of the JSC staff including some
currently in Washington, as well as JITRI. Cost of renovating base facilities and
adequacy of space at NSWC or JSC are being examined.

. Dean Shapiro of the Naval Academy pointed out that the loss of NSWC would
result in greatly diminished opportunities for Naval Academy midshipmen,
particularly engineering majors to gain exposure to practical engineering and
R&D work. Faculty members would also lose opportunities to get good sumimer
projects.
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BASE VISIT REPORT

NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER, CARDEROCK DIVISION
DETACHMENT ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND

MARCH 27, 1995

EAD COMMISSIONER:
Commissioner Rebecca Cox

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER:

None
COMMISSI TAFF:

Mr. David Lyles
Mr. Alex Yellin
Mr. David Epstein

LIST OF ATTENDEES:

Senator Paul Sarbanes

Senator Barbara Mikulski

Representative Wayne Gilchrest

Representative Steny Hoyer

Governor Parris Glendening

Rear Admiral David Sargeant, Jr. (USN) (Commander, Naval Surface Warfare Center);
Captain James Baskerville (USN) (Commander, Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock
Division);

Commander Roger Walker (USN) (Officer-in-Charge, Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock
Division, Annapolis Detachment);

Colonel George “Ron” Flock (USAF), Commander, Joint Spectrum Center

Mr. Larry Argiro (retired) - previous Director, Machinery R&D Directorate

CAPT Robin Bosworth (Ret.) - prior Officer-in-Charge NSWC Annapolis

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: is to provide research, development, test and evaluation, fleet

support, and in-service engineering for surface and undersea vehicle, hull, mechanical and

electrical systems, and propulsors; provide logistics R&D; and provide support to the Maritime

Administration and the maritime industry. Specific efforts supported include RDT&E,

Acquisition, and In-Service Engineering of

e Surface, Undersea and USMC Vehicle Vulnerability and Survivability Systems

e Surface and Undersea Vehicle Active and Passive Acoustic Signatures and Silencing
Systems

e Surface and Undersea Vehicle Non-Acoustic Signatures and Silencing Systems




e Surface and Undersea Vehicle Propulsion Machinery Systems and Components
o Surface and Undersea Vehicle Auxiliary Machinery Systems and Components

The Annapolis Detachment has some unique missions involving ship vulnerability and
survivability, ship active and passive signatures, and surface and undersea vehicle hull
machinery, propulsors and equipment.

DOD RECOMMENDATION:

e Close NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment Annapolis, including the NIKE Site,
Bayhead Road, Annapolis

o Transfer the fuel storage/refueling sites and the water treatment facilities to Naval Station,
Annapolis to support the U.S. Naval Academy and Navy housing

e Relocate appropriate functions, personnel, equipment and support to other technical
activities, primarily NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment, Philadelphia, PA; NSWC,
Carderock Division, Carderock, MD; and Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, DC

e Joint Spectrum Center (DoD cross-service tenant) will be relocated with other components of
the Center in the local area as appropriate.

DOD JUSTIFICATION:

e Sharp declines in technical center workload through 2001 which leads to excess capacity in
these activities.

¢ This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate closure/realignment or
consolidation of activities wherever practicable.

e  This action permits the elimination of the command and support structure of the closing
activity resulting in improved efficiency, reduced costs, and reduced excess capacity.

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED:

e Visit began with a 15 minute overview in the Melville Room of the Headquarters Building.

¢ Two hour tour of the base, including the Non-CFC Elimination lab, the Deep Ocean Vehicle
Facility, the Propulsion Shaftline Facility, the Electrical Power Technology laboratory, the
Machinery Acoustic Silencing lab, the Fluid Dynamics facility, the Magnetics Field Lab, the
Pulse Power Systems complex, and the Advanced Electrical Machinery facility.
Mr. Tim Doyle lead a 25 minute wrap-up and answered questions.
Colonel Flock, USAF described the mission and requirements of the Joint Spectrum Center,
which was recently transferred from Air Force to Defense Information Systems Agency and
described his interest in consolidating his personnel.

e Dean Shapiro of the United States Naval Academy discussed the benefits to the Academy its
faculty and the Midshipmen who work on projects at NSWC Annapolis.




KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED:

Dean Shapiro of the Naval Academy pointed out that the loss of NSWC would result in
greatly diminished opportunities for Naval Academy midshipmen, particularly engineering
majors, to gain exposure to practical engineering and R&D work. Faculty members would
also lose opportunities to get good summer projects.

Several major projects, particularly the one to develop equipment to handle the replacement
for CFCs might be adversely impacted. In the case of CFC replacement, international
treaties would probably compel the Navy to avoid much if any delays, despite
acknowledgment that the move might set the project back between one and two years and
possibly more if personnel losses were severe. In the case of other projects, there is the
possibility that lead ships in some classes might be built without the enhanced systems being
developed at Annapolis. Those systems might later be retrofitted at additional cost.

The Joint Spectrum Center, a Defense Information Systems Agency (DISA) activity, would
be forced to move off base if NSWC closed. JSC could move to Fort Meade, to leased space
in Annapolis, or elsewhere. If JSC leased space in the Annapolis area, the employees
moving off the base would require a space which would lease for about $1 million per year.
In addition, the contractor supporting JSC (Illinois Institute of Technology Research
Institute (IITRI) was paying $1.5 M per year in rent to house its employees and JSC
reimbursed that cost. There was probably sufficient space (after the departure of Materials
Department staff to Carderock, per BRAC 91) at NSWC to house all of the JSC staff,
including some currently in Washington as well as IITRI. Costs of rencovating base facilities
and adequacy of space at NSWC for JSC are being examined.

Concern was expressed over the magnetic, noise, and vibration at NSWC Philadelphia,
particularly because of the industrial nature of the shipyard complex (shipyard has closed),
and proximity to the major interstate highway and airport.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED:

Navy claims on savings were disputed.

Programs will be disrupted.

Key people will be lost and a winning team will be broken up.

Synergy with Naval Academy will be lost.

There will be no benefit from sale of or reuse of land, since NSWC is surrounded by Naval
Station Annapolis.

Philadelphia and Carderock do not have the magnetic, sound, and vibration free
environments to conduct testing.

Lives of employees will be disrupted.

As the U.S. downsizes its military, it is even more important that high tech superiority be
maintained.




REQUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT:

Commissioner Cox requested that Mr. Epstein
o Investigate various aspects of the DoD claimed savings.
e Obtain information on the 78 major capabilities of the NSWC community, with particular

emphasis on the statement that NSWC Annapolis has primary responsibility for 3 of the top
10 items on that list.
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BASE VISIT REPORT

NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER, CARDEROCK DIVISION DETACHMENT
—> PHILADELPHIA, PA &

APRIL 6, 1995
EAD ISSI
None
ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER:
None
MMI TAFF:

Mr. David Epstein
LIST OF DEES:

Captain James Baskerville (USN) Commander, Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock
Division;

Dr. William Middleton, Assistant Director, Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division
Captain Harry Rucker (USN) Commanding Officer, Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock
Division, Philadelphia Detachment

Mr. Tim Doyle, Head Power Systems Department and BRAC Coordinator for Machinery R &D
Group, Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division, Annapolis Detachment

B 'SP ISSION: is engineering and testing of machinery components,

materials and systems that are in operation in the Navy fleet or under consideration by
acquisition or life cycle managers to be placed in operation in the fleet.

DOD RECOMMENDATION:
e Not applicable; Command is a receiver.

DOD JUSTIFICATION:

e Not applicable; Command is a receiver




MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED:

Visit began with a 15 minute overview in the Command Conference Room. Captain
Baskerville introduced Captain Rucker, who explained the tentative reutilization plans and
the impact of BRAC 91.

The overview was followed by a two hour tour of the base, which included visits to buildings
4,29, 77H, 619, and 1000 which are envisioned as housing the 261 personnel expected to
move to Philadelphia from Annapolis. The Firehouse, which could accommodate some
employees if additional employees were to be moved to Philadelphia (but which will not be
needed if only 261 employees are moved) was not visited.

The visit also included visits to major facilities of NSWC Philadelphia and to administrative
office space, some of which would be available to Annapolis personnel when shipyard
personnel depart. CAPT Rucker assured Mr. Epstein that there were 500 additional sets of
modular furniture in a condition similar to that viewed during the tour of shipyard and
NSWC spaces. The modular furniture viewed was in good, albeit not new condition.

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED:

NSWC Philadelphia would probably have to modify large high-ceiling bayed buildings to
make them compatible with office space.

Captain Baskerville acknowledged that the technology to ensure vibration and sound
silencing did not exist in all cases, but stated that he was confident it could be made available
at some price.

The agreement with the city includes the understanding that no shipyard tenants would be
permitted to do anything which interfered with the Navy.

There was plenty of space for NSWC Annapolis employees and equipment.

The deep depth pressure facility could be moved to Annapolis at some cost. Dr. Middleton
and Captain Baskerville estimated that would cost about $15 million. They noted that it had
been built in the Philadelphia area and was barged to Annapolis. It would have to be barged
back to Philadelphia, including digging a trench so the barge could get to the test equipment
facility.

There was a significant effort to enhance the synergy consisting of joint programs, develop
research projects with Philadelphia area colleges, including Villanova and Drexel, and to
develop and support small technical companies which might support NSWC’s work.

The retention of physical and operational connectivity is essential to maintaining the
systems focus.

The cost of office space for NSWC Annapolis personnel at NSWC Philadelphia is not
reflected in the COBRA.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED:

As U.S. downsizes its military, high tech superiority becomes crucial.

REQUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT:

Not applicable -- not commissioner visit







BASE VISIT REPORT

NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER (NSWC), CARDEROCK DIVISION,
DETACHMENT ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND

19 MAY 1995
EAD MMISSIONER:
Commissioner Al Comella

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER:

None

COMMISSION STAFF:

Mr. David Epstein

IST OF ATTENDEES:

CAPT James Baskerville (USN), Commander, NSWC, Carderock Division

Dr. William Middleton, Chief of Staff, Carderock Division

CDR Roger Walker (USN), Officer-in-Charge, NSWC, Carderock Division, Annapolis Det.
COL George “Ron” Flock (USAF), Commander, Joint Spectrum Center

Mr. Larry Argiro (retired) - previous Director, Machinery R&D Directorate

Mr. James Corder (retired) - previous Deputy Director, Machinery R&D Directorate

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: is to provide research, development, test and evaluation, fleet

support, and in-service engineering for surface and undersea vehicle, hull, mechanical and
electrical systems, and propulsors; provide logistics R&D; and provide support to the Maritime

Administration and the maritime industry. Specific efforts supported include RDT&E,
Acquisition, and In-Service Engineering of

e Surface, Undersea and USMC Vehicle Vulnerability and Survivability Systems

e Surface and Undersea Vehicle Active and Passive Acoustic Signatures and Silencing
Systems

o Surface and Undersea Vehicle Non-Acoustic Signatures and Silencing Systems

¢ Surface and Undersea Vehicle Propulsion Machinery Systems and Components

e Surface and Undersea Vehicle Auxiliary Machinery Systems and Components

The Annapolis Detachment has some unique missions involving ship vulnerability and
survivability, ship active and passive signatures, and surface and undersea vehicle hull
machinery, propulsors and equipment.



DOD RECOMMENDATION:

e Close NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment Annapolis, including the NIKE Site,
Bayhead Road, Annapolis

e Transfer the fuel storage/refueling sites and the water treatment facilities to Naval Station,
Annapolis to support the U.S. Naval Academy and Navy housing

e Relocate appropriate functions, personnel, equipment and support to other technical
activities, primarily NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment, Philadelphia, PA; NSWC,
Carderock Division, Carderock, MD; and Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, DC

e Joint Spectrum Center (DoD cross-service tenant) will be relocated with other components of
the Center in the local area as appropriate.

DOD JUSTIFICATION:

e Sharp declines in technical center workload through 2001 which leads to excess capacity in
these activities.

e This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate closure/realignment or
consolidation of activities wherever practicable.

e This action permits the elimination of the command and support structure of the closing
activity resulting in improved efficiency, reduced costs, and reduced excess capacity.

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED:

Visit began with a 30 minute overview in the Melville Room of the Headquarters Building.

e 90 minute tour of the base including the Non-CFC Elimination lab, the Deep Ocean Vehicle
Facility, the Propulsion Shaftline Facility, the Electrical Power Technology laboratory, the
Machinery Acoustic Silencing lab, the Fluid Dynamics facility, the Magnetic Field Lab, the
Pulse Power Systems complex, and the Advanced Electrical Machinery facility.

e Colonel Flock, USAF, described the mission and requirements of the Joint Spectrum Center,
which was recently transferred from Air Force to Defense Information Systems Agency and
his interest in consolidating his personnel

e Mr. Tim Doyle lead a 10 minute wrap-up and answered questions.




KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED:

In addition to the issues identified during the visit by Commissioner Cox, the issues listed below
were identified. A copy of the write-up of the visits by Commissioners Cox and Montoya were
provided to Commissioner Cornella.

It may be more difficult to hire top quality engineers in Philadelphia. In response to
questions posed by Commissioner Cornella and Mr. Epstein, CAPT Baskerville and COL
Flock acknowledged that their presence in the Annapolis area, with its high quality of life,
facilitated personnel retention, even when higher paying jobs were offered.

The sequence in which the Commissioners vote on NSWC Annapolis and White Oak could
be important because if they close the first one, then when they vote on whichever of these is
voted on last, the Commissioners will be told there is an additional cost of $15-$17 M cost
associated with closing this last site. This sum represents the estimated cost of building a
new electromagnetic free research facility at NSWC Carderock or some other location.

The recommendation to close the deep pressure activity appears to have originated from the
BSEC or BSAT.

Despite earlier indications to the contrary, NSWC Philadelphia can accommodate the
Annapolis facilities scheduled to be relocated while still keeping the facilities within an area
which approximates that of a destroyer.

The COBRA contains some standard moving costs, rather than the costs of moving
equipment as specified in the NSWC data call. Related MILCON costs were also omitted
from the COBRA.

The COBRA does not reflect any costs for training, but this was consistent with Navy’s
general policy.

In order to enable labs such as Annapolis and Carderock to remain viable in a time of
decreasing budgets, the labs must be allowed to compete for some private sector work and to
hire new engineers.

The Deep Ocean Vehicle Facility could be moved, by barge, to NSWC Philadelphia for about
$15 M.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED:

Navy claims on savings were disputed.

Programs will be disrupted.

Key people will be lost and a winning team will be broken up.

Synergy with Naval Academy will be lost.

There will be no benefit from sale of or reuse of land, since NSWC is surrounded by Naval
Station Annapolis.

Philadelphia and Carderock do not have the magnetic, sound, and vibration free
environments to conduct testing.

Lives of employees will be disrupted.

As the U.S. downsizes its military, it is even more important that high tech superiority be
maintained.
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BASE VISIT REPORT

NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER (NSWC), CARDEROCK DIVISION,
DETACHMENT ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND

1 MAY 1995

LEAD COMMISSIONER:

Commissioner Benjamin Montoya

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER:

None

MMISSION STAFF:

Mr. David Epstein

LIST OF ATTENDEES:

Senator Paul Sarbanes

Dr. Ira Blatstein, Technical Director, Naval Surface Warfare Center

Dean Shapiro, United States Naval Academy

CAPT James Baskerville (USN), Commander, NSWC, Carderock Division

Dr. Richard Metrey, Director, Carderock Division

Dr. William Middleton, Chief of Staff, Carderock Division

CDR Roger Walker (USN), Officer-in-Charge, NSWC, Carderock Division, Annapolis Det.
COL George “Ron” Flock (USAF), Commander, Joint Spectrum Center

Mr. Larry Argiro (retired) - previous Director, Machinery R&D Directorate

Mr. James Corder (retired) - previous Deputy Director, Machinery R&D Directorate

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: is to provide research, development, test and evaluation, fleet
support, and in-service engineering for surface and undersea vehicle, hull, mechanical and
electrical systems, and propulsors; provide logistics R&D; and provide support to the Maritime
Administration and the maritime industry. Specific efforts supported include RDT&E,
Acquisition, and In-Service Engineering of

Surface, Undersea and USMC Vehicle Vulnerability and Survivability Systems
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Active and Passive Acoustic Signatures and Silencing
Systems

¢ Surface and Undersea Vehicle Non-Acoustic Signatures and Silencing Systems

e Surface and Undersea Vehicle Propulsion Machinery Systems and Components

o Surface and Undersea Vehicle Auxiliary Machinery Systems and Components



The Annapolis Detachment has some unique missions involving ship vulnerability and
survivability, ship active and passive signatures, and surface and undersea vehicle hull
machinery, propulsors and equipment.

DOD RECOMMENDATION:

e Close NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment Annapolis, including the NIKE Site,
Bayhead Road, Annapolis

e Transfer the fuel storage/refueling sites and the water treatment facilities to Naval Station,
Annapolis to support the U.S. Naval Academy and Navy housing

e Relocate appropriate functions, personnel, equipment and support to other technical
activities, primarily NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment, Philadelphia, PA; NSWC,
Carderock Division, Carderock, MD; and Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, DC

e Joint Spectrum Center (DoD cross-service tenant) will be relocated with other components of
the Center in the local area as appropriate.

DOD JUSTIFICATION:

e Sharp declines in technical center workload through 2001 which leads to excess capacity in
these activities.

e This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate closure/realignment or
consolidation of activities wherever practicable.

¢ This action permits the elimination of the command and support structure of the closing
activity resulting in improved efficiency, reduced costs, and reduced excess capacity.

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED:

e Visit began with a 30 minute overview, during a working lunch, in the Melville Room of the
Headquarters Building.

e 90 minute tour of the base including the Non-CFC Elimination lab, the Deep Ocean Vehicle
Facility, the Propulsion Shaftline Facility, the Electrical Power Technology laboratory, the
Machinery Acoustic Silencing lab, the Fluid Dynamics facility, the Magnetic Field Lab, the
Pulse Power Systems complex, and the Advanced Electrical Machinery facility.

e Dean Shapiro of the United States Naval Academy discussed the benefits to the Academy its
faculty and the Midshipmen who work on projects at NSWC Annapolis.

e Colonel Flock, USAF, described the mission and requirements of the Joint Spectrum Center,
which was recently transferred from Air Force to Defense Information Systems Agency and
his interest in consolidating his personnel

e Mr. Tim Doyle lead a 10 minute wrap-up and answered questions.




KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED:

In addition to the issues identified during the visit by Commissioner Cox, the issues listed below
were identified. A copy of the write-up of Commissioner Cox’s visit was provided to
Commissioner Montoya.

e It may be more difficult to hire top quality engineers in Philadelphia. In response to
questions posed by Commissioner Montoya and Mr. Epstein, CAPT Baskerville and COL
Flock acknowledged that their presence in the Annapolis area, with its high quality of life,
facilitated personnel retention, even when higher paying jobs were offered.

e The sequence in which the Commissioners vote on NSWC Annapolis and White Oak could
be important because if they close the first one, then when they vote on whichever of these is
voted on last, the Commissioners will be told there is an additional cost of $15-$17 M cost
associated with closing this last site. This sum represents the estimated cost of building a
new electromagnetic free research facility at NSWC Carderock or some other location.

¢ The recommendation to close the deep pressure activity appears to have originated from the
BSEC or BSAT.

e Despite earlier indications to the contrary, NSWC Philadelphia can accommodate the
Annapolis facilities scheduled to be relocated while still keeping the facilities within an area
which approximates that of a destroyer.

e The COBRA contains some standard moving costs, rather than the costs of moving
equipment as specified in the NSWC data call. Related MILCON costs were also omitted
from the COBRA.

e The COBRA does not reflect any costs for training, but this was consistent with Navy’s
general policy.

e In order to enable labs such as Annapolis and Carderock to remain viable in a time of
decreasing budgets, the labs must be allowed to compete for some private sector work and to
hire new engineers.

e The Deep Ocean Vehicle Facility could be moved, by barge, to NSWC Philadelphia for about
$i5M.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED:

Navy claims on savings were disputed.

Programs will be disrupted.

Key people will be lost and a winning team will be broken up.

Synergy with Naval Academy will be lost.

There will be no benefit from sale of or reuse of land, since NSWC is surrounded by Naval
Station Annapolis.

¢ Philadelphia and Carderock do not have the magnetic, sound, and vibration free
environments to conduct testing.

Lives of employees will be disrupted.

As the U.S. downsizes its military, it is even more important that high tech superiority be
maintained.




REQUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT:

Commissioner Montoya requested that NSWC Carderock division provide details regarding the
loss of the Deep Pressure Tank and the Fluid Dynamics Facility. He expressed interest in the
cost and the impact on the programs that would have used those facilities if they were available.
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BASE VISIT REPORT

NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER (NSWC), CARDEROCK DIVISION,
DETACHMENT ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND

27 MARCH 1995

LEAD COMMISSIONER:

Commissioner Rebecca Cox
A MPANYIN MMISSIONER:

None

OMMISSION STAFF:

Mr. David Lyles
Mr. Alex Yellin
Mr. David Epstein

LIST OF ATTENDEES:

Senator Paul Sarbanes

Senator Barbara Mikulski

Representative Wayne Gilchrest

Representative Steny Hoyer

Governor Parris Glendening

Rear Admiral David Sargeant, Jr. (USN) (Commander, NSWC);

Captain James Baskerville (USN) (Commander, NSWC, Carderock Division)
Commander Roger Walker (USN) (Officer-in-Charge, NSWC, Carderock Division, Annapolis
Detachment)

Colonel George “Ron” Flock (USAF), Commander, Joint Spectrum Center
Mr. Larry Argiro (retired) - previous Director, Machinery R&D Directorate
CAPT Robin Bosworth (Ret.) - prior Officer-in-Charge NSWC Annapolis

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: is to provide research, development, test and evaluation, fleet
support, and in-service engineering for surface and undersea vehicle, hull, mechanical and
electrical systems, and propulsors; provide logistics R&D; and provide support to the Maritime
Administration and the maritime industry. Specific efforts supported include RDT&E,
Acquisition, and In-Service Engineering of




e Surface, Undersea and USMC Vehicle Vulnerability and Survivability Systems

¢ Surface and Undersea Vehicle Active and Passive Acoustic Signatures and Silencing
Systems

e Surface and Undersea Vehicle Non-Acoustic Signatures and Silencing Systems

e Surface and Undersea Vehicle Propulsion Machinery Systems and Components

o Surface and Undersea Vehicle Auxiliary Machinery Systems and Components

The Annapolis Detachment has some unique missions involving ship vulnerability and
survivability, ship active and passive signatures, and surface and undersea vehicle hull
machinery, propulsors and equipment.

DOD RECOMMENDATION:

¢ Close NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment Annapolis, including the NIKE Site,
Bayhead Road, Annapolis

e Transfer the fuel storage/refueling sites and the water treatment facilities to Naval Station,
Annapolis to support the U.S. Naval Academy and Navy housing

e Relocate appropriate functions, personnel, equipment and support to other technical
activities, primarily NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment, Philadelphia, PA; NSWC,
Carderock Division, Carderock, MD; and Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, DC

e Joint Spectrum Center (DoD cross-service tenant) will be relocated with other components of
the Center in the local area as appropriate.

DOD JUSTIFICATION:

e Sharp declines in technical center workload through 2001 which leads to excess capacity in
these activities.

e This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate closure/realignment or
consolidation of activities wherever practicable.

o This action permits the elimination of the command and support structure of the closing
activity resulting in improved efficiency, reduced costs, and reduced excess capacity.

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED:

e Visit began with a 15 minute overview in the Melville Room of the Headquarters Building.
Two hour tour of the base, including the Non-CFC Elimination lab, the Deep Ocean Vehicle
Facility, the Propulsion Shaftline Facility, the Electrical Power Technology laboratory, the
Machinery Acoustic Silencing lab, the Fluid Dynamics facility, the Magnetic Field Lab, the
Pulse Power Systems complex, and the Advanced Electrical Machinery facility.

e Dean Shapiro of the United States Naval Academy discussed the benefits to the Academy its
faculty and the Midshipmen who work on projects at NSWC Annapolis.

e Colonel Flock, USAF, described the mission and requirements of the Joint Spectrum Center,
which was recently transferred from Air Force to Defense Information Systems Agency and
his interest in consolidating his personnel

e Mr. Tim Doyle lead a 25 minute wrap-up and answered questions.

2




KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED:

e The professional staff at the installation indicated that they are unlikely to move to
Philadelphia. This, along with the difficulty of moving sensitive equiprnent, could result in
the substantial delay of ongoing projects. Several major projects, particularly the one to
develop equipment to handle CFCs might be adversely impacted. This would jeopardize
international treaties and could be extremely expensive. In the case of other projects, there is
the possibility that lead ships in some classes might be built without the enhanced systems
being developed at Annapolis. Those systems might be later retrofitted at additional cost.

o It will be difficult if not impossible to move some of the equipment at Annapolis. The Deep
Ocean Vehicle Facility would simply be abandoned. This could result in costly testing at sea
with less reliability. Concern was also expressed over the magnetic, noise, and vibration at
NSWC Philadelphia, particularly because of the industrial nature of the shipyard complex
and proximity to the major interstate highway and airport.

e Costs for a tenant, the Joint Spectrum Center (JSC), a Defense Information Systems Agency
(DISA) activity could increase by one million dollars per year if they have to move into
commercial space. These costs were not considered. The JSC supporting contractor, the
Hlinois Institute of Technology Research Institute, is currently paying $1.5 M per year to rent
commercial space in Annapolis which is reimbursed by JSC. There would be sufficient
space (after the departure of Materials Department Staff to Carderock, per BRAC ‘91) at
NSWC to house all of the JSC staff including some currently in Washington, as well as
IITRI. Cost of renovating base facilities and adequacy of space at NSWC Annapolis for JSC
are being examined. If Annapolis were to close, JSC could move to Fort Meade, to leased
space in Annapolis, or elsewhere.

e Dean Shapiro of the Naval Academy pointed out that the loss of NSWC would result in
greatly diminished opportunities for Naval Academy midshipmen, particularly engineering
majors, to gain exposure to practical engineering and R&D work. Faculty members would
also lose opportunities to get good summer projects.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED:

Navy claims on savings were disputed.

Programs will be disrupted.

Key people will be lost and a winning team will be broken up.

Synergy with Naval Academy will be lost.

There will be no benefit from sale of or reuse of land, since NSWC is surrounded by Naval
Station Annapolis.

Philadelphia and Carderock do not have the magnetic, sound, and vibration free
environments to conduct testing.

Lives of employees will be disrupted.

As the U.S. downsizes its military, it is even more important that high tech superiority be
maintained.




REQUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT:

Commissioner Cox requested that Mr. Epstein
¢ Investigate various aspects of the DoD claimed savings.
e Obtain information on the 78 major capabilities of the NSWC community, with particular

empbhasis on the statement that NSWC Annapolis has primary responsibility for 3 of the top
10 items on that list.
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION

SUMMARY SHEET

NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER, CARDEROCK,
ANNAPOLIS DETACHMENT
ANNAPOLIS, MD

INSTALLATION MISSION is generally stated as to provide research, development, test and

evaluation, fleet support, and in-service engineering for surface and undersea vehicle, hull,

mechanical and electrical systems, and propulsors; provide logistics R&D; and provide support

to the Maritime Administration and the maritime industry. Some specific efforts supported

include RDT&E, Acquisition, and In-Service Engineering of

e Surface, Undersea and USMC Vehicle Vulnerability and Survivability Systems

¢ Surface and Undersea Vehicle Active and Passive Acoustic Signatures and Silencing
Systems

¢ Surface and Undersea Vehicle Non-Acoustic Signatures and Silencing Systems

o Surface and Undersea Vehicle Propulsion Machinery Systems and Components

e Surface and Undersea Vehicle Auxiliary Machinery Systems and Components

The Annapolis Detachment has some unique missions involving ship vulnerability and
survivability, ship active and passive signatures, and surface and undersea vehicle hull
machinery, propulsors and equipment.

DOD RECOMMENDATION

e Close NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment Annapolis, including the NIKE Site,
Bayhead Road, Annapolis

e Transfer the fuel storage/refueling sites and the water treatment facilities to Naval Station,
Annapolis to support the U.S. Naval Academy and Navy housing

e Relocate appropriate functions, personnel, equipment and support to other technical
activities, primarily NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment, Philadelphia, PA; NSWC,
Carderock Division, Carderock, MD; and Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, DC

e Joint Spectrum Center (DoD cross-service tenant) will be relocated with other components of
the Center in the local area as appropriate.

DOD JUSTIFICATION

e Sharp declines in technical center workload through 2001 which leads to excess capacity in
these activities.

e  This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate closure/realignment or
consolidation of activities wherever practicable.
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e  This action permits the elimination of the command and support structure of the closing
activity resulting in improved efficiency, reduced costs, and reduced excess capacity.

COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD

e One-Time Cost: $ 250  million

e Net Costs and Savings During Implementation: §$§ 36.7 million (savings)
e Annual Recurring Savings: $ 145 million

e Break-Even Year: 1 year

e Net Present Value Over 20 Years: $ 1751 million

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS RECOMMENDATION (EXCLUDES
CONTRACTORS)

Military Civilian Students
Baseline 2 418 -
Reductions 1 138 -
Realignments 1 280 -
Total 2 418 -

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF ALL RECOMMENDATIONS AFFECTING THIS
INSTALLATION (INCLUDES ON-BASE CONTRACTORS AND STUDENTS)

Out In Net (Loss)
Military Civilian Military Civilian Military Civilian
2 520 - - 2 520

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

NSWC Philadelphia is in a non-attainment area for CO.
NSWC Carderock and NRL are currently in moderate non-attainment for CO and attainment
for PM-10.
¢ In the case of each receiving site, a conformity determination may be required to assess the
impact of this action.
No endangered species or biological habitat issues
No wetlands on the base
Historic preservation concerns apply
NSWC Annapolis is in severe ozone non-attainment area
There are asbestos problems of unknown magnitude on base
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REPRESENTATION

Governor: Parris Glendening

Senators: Paul Sarbanes
Barbara Mikulski

Representative: Wayne Gilchrest

ECONOMIC IMPACT

Potential Employment Loss: 1512 jobs (522 direct and 990 indirect)
Annapolis, MD MSA Job Base: 2,434,000 jobs

Percentage: .1 percent decrease

Cumulative Economic Impact (year-year): 0.0 percent decrease

MILITARY ISSUES

NSWC Philadelphia does not have facilities in any form for “Deep Ocean Machinery
Simulation, Magnetic Fields, Submarine Fluid Dynamics, Electric Power, Electric
Propulsion, and Machinery Acoustic Silencing.”

This is the only location in the Western Hemisphere with the capability to evaluate and
qualify vehicles, deep ocean machinery, large size composite structures, and fiber optic cable
designs for both the Navy and commercial applications at deep ocean pressures.

NSWC closure would result in the loss of key technical personnel and the Navy’s laboratory
capability to specify and validate cooling equipment which is responsive to the accelerated
worldwide CFC production ban. Beginning in 1996. the Mavu will be using a strategic
stockpile of CFC, which will be depleted rapidly if ships cooling systera developments
permitting non-CFC refrigerants are delayed. Navy could be fined $25,000 per day if the
CFC replacement project is not completed on schedule. No other DoD or private sector
facility has the capability to conduct this work.

No other activity currently provides certain support for shipboard auxiliary machinery
systems and “there is no single source that can provide the auxiliary machinery
systems/components integration expertise and the critical facilities ... for 21st century ships
and submarines.”

“The Annapolis Site is the international leader in Machinery Silencing Technology. There is
no other assembly of experienced technical experts and facilities capable of developing
assessing the quietness of full-scale machinery at system operating conditions.”

The Magnetic Fields Laboratory in Annapolis is “the only facility in the U.S. that can
support degaussing coil design and calibration procedures and the “loss of the Annapolis site
would result in the severe degradation of the Navy’s capability and corporate memory in
submarine electromagnetic silencing and surface ship EM signature exploratory
development.”

The United Kingdom intends to use the facility at Annapolis.
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¢ Annapolis has the capability to test manned vehicles under certified “man safe” conditions,
without which at-sea testing would have to be conducted, with the inherent risks to human
life due to potential failures. However, a manned vehicle was last tested in 1983.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS/ISSUES

e Employees (particularly engineers) will be unable to obtain jobs in Annapolis if they choose
not to move.

e COBRA assumptions regarding moving and availability of other Government jobs are
unrealistic.

o There is sufficient space to enable tenant to move the remainder of its personnel on the
compound and thus save several million dollars a year in rent.

e COBRA data reflects NSWC as it is today, not as dictated by BRAC 91. This makes the
recurring savings appear much larger than it really its.

e COBRA data does not reflect the annual rent which would be incurred ($1 million/year) if
current tenant were forced to move into leased spaces.

e Some of savings are really excess people which will be “allocated from excess capacity at
receiving sites.”

e Compound is surrounded by Naval Station Annapolis and can’t be used unless base is
reconfigured.

e U.S. will suffer major loss of capability which will take years to replace.

David Epstein/Navy/08/09/95 2:32 PM
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ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS

How often must these items be reused? Are people going to routinely come to Annapolis to
use the equipment and will there be people left in Annapolis to maintain the equipment?

Are the jobs to be eliminated overhead or is this an effort to reduce productive WYs?

Is it worthwhile to reduce WY's and keep base open -- what is the overhead cost?

Did Navy pick up the costs (overhead) which had been borne by the NSWC?

Was the impact on jobs based on the impact on Annapolis or Baltimore?

Did the cost of relocating the Electromagnetic Compatibility Analysis Center get included in
the COBRA?

Why is the recommendation not to move Joint Spectrum Center to DoD facility or to facility
with synergy

What are the costs, if any, associated with the loss of key personnel and the training
requirements assoc and other aspects and impacts on their projects?

Are there any pieces of equipment which must be left in Annapolis and reused?

Why is the recommendation not to move Joint Spectrum Center to DoD facility or to facility
with synergy

When will Navy have environmental conformity determinations completed?

Why did Annapolis get credit for being a host? Is that an advantage or a disadvantage?
Could obtain additional space by kicking out their tenant!! Did Annapolis spare space
reflect post BRAC-91 office space availability?

Does the closing of NSWC Annapolis affect the overhead of the Naval Station -- are these
additional costs included in the COBRA?

Are the increased costs of putting the tenant(Electromagnetic Compatibility Analysis Center)
off-base reflected in the COBRA?

For each weapon system, explain what is happening to the program; among other aspects of
the program’s future, where is continued RDT&E, if any, going to be conducted

Why did the Navy not close Philadelphia which has lower military value and has a similar
mission (but without the tremendous testing capability)?

Why does Housing data call show only 18% of housing units occupied -- s/b 50%

Total contract WY 1s 101.6, include ruction 17.0, facilities support 30.0, miss supp 54.6
Explain anticipated funding for FY 88 and beyond, adjusting for workload already slated to
leave Annapolis

What are the reuse plans for the facility?

CDNSWC-A is surrounded by Naval Station Annapolis

Will the Navy certify that this land will not be transferred to any organization except through
sale at open-market free market prices

Were the costs of services provided to non-tenants included in the COBRA?

The violent and property crime rates in the spreadsheet do not correctly reflect the certified
data

Annapolis data doesn’t include Naval Academy MWR, BOQ, etc.

Explain points on cost (increasing, then decreasing)

Data call 33 acreage p 19 appears inconsistent w/ prior page
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COBRA Standards questionable, especially moving costs, % employees getting jobs, %
moving to keep jobs

Navy estimates of MILCON in Carderock seem strange -- one building is under $100 sqft,
which seems very low; another building is $800 per square foot, which seems high

What people (skills/divisions) are moving to Philadelphia and Bethesda. What jobs are
being eliminated?

How, if at all, do you account for cost of lost expertise?

BOS cost FY96 are $6K non-DBOF and $3.7M RPMA and other BOS of $12.9M and $3.0
depreciation

Examine BOS and RPMA costs -- $2.744 M for RPMA and $5.233 for BOS ??

Look at BOS and RPMA reductions in Annapolis and gains in Philadelphia ; losses should
be based on Naval Station and NSWC combined ; also be careful that costs and reductions

Note that if Annapolis were kept open (once White Oak is closed) could save $15-$20 M by
keeping Annapolis open

What is cost of moving Sea Survival/ Life Saving Systems to Philadelphia?

What is meant on page 1-3R by replication of or replication and integration -- enclosure (1)
in data call? Are there additional costs?

Other losses cited on p 1-4R

What are costs of mothballing the Deep Ocean Vehicle Simulation Facility?

Did they include cost of non-technical impacts?

What happened to one-time unique costs to Philadelphia on enclosure 1-7R $24.4 to Phila
and $5M to White Oak

Enclosure (2) 2-8R and 2-9R appear to show only 3 civilians going to Carderock-- COBRA
shows 20 (this should be corrected to include White Oak)

Are COBRA assumptions for number of people making move realistic?

pp2-7R 4 25 29 5 ists, engineers, and technicians
pp 2-10R 10 98 108 104

p2-12R 63 25 88 82

p2-14R 6 41 47 53

p2-21R 22 0 22 16

Explain what the above means in terms of WY of scientists etc (107, 188, 294, 260)
What is support provided by Annapolis Naval Station or Contact and what is cost p 2-32R
What happened to one-time unique costs on p2-33R of $25.8M 77

What happened to one-time uniques cost #8-#11 on p 2-35R, totaling $1.25M

R&D program for CFC if slowed could result in fines of up to $25 K per day. Program for
CFC-12 refrigeration plants scheduled for completion in FY95 and for CFC-114 in 2002.
“Terminating the R&D program in 1998 will compromise the CFC-114 conversion

schedule.”

One-time costs $56.5M don’t match COBRA (2-42R)
Miscellaneous recurring costs of $586 K don’t match COBRA 2-42R

Recurring cost of $380K p 3-4R
p 3-2R refurbish PNSY building to be used by NSWC?

6
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3-12R shows $1 M in MILCON, but cobra said $8 M -- what gives

Why does ECAC need 36,000 sqft for 134 people -- that’s 270 sqft per person, a lot

Why not move ECAC into NSWC, including its contractor?

$1 M recurring cost in 3-19R for ECAC rent -- where is this in COBRA?? -- this is for 134
Joint Spectrum Center people in Annapolis with contractors. 134 people at 150 sqft at $16 is
much less. Why is this so high? Why not move ECAC and contractors back into Annapolis
and maintain equipment??

What happened to one-time costs p2-25R for moving equipment $1.7 M

p 2-29R Mothballing costs and lease space appear to have been omitted ($255K and $1 M
Page after 2-29R is partially illegible. Explain entire contents. Also, what $2.973 M for
depreciation of capital equipment and if treated as a savings or cost, why??

Is Navy using square footage of entire facility or on portion after BRAC 91

What is left that’s to be mothballed and used by visitors?

As noted in DAD 04 follow-up by Don DeYoung, “future certifiability of the Annapolis
facility must be maintained.” “There are no other equivalent facilities in the western world
that have the capability to evaluate and qualify vehicles, deep ocean machinery, large size
composite structures, and fiber optic cable designs for both the Navy and commercial
applications at deep ocean pressures.”

Per page 11-26, the number of contract Workyears should be 101, not 102. This is a mistake
in the DoD report. How does this affect the COBRA, if at all? (DJD -06)

U.K. has advised the US Navy that it “mothballed its facility and was planning to use
Annapolis. 11-29”

Loss of facilities was reported as unacceptable several times in II- 25 through II-30

How did BSAT and the COBRA cost out the cost of construction a new potable water
treatment facility?

What costs are associated with closing the fuel storage and refueling site for the YPC and
where is that cost reflected??

Do the price changes below include differences in price of fuel and are there any or is the
amount of fuel negligible?

I1-34 and 11-35 discuss difficulty in replacing magnetic fields laboratory. Cost of doing
electromagnetic at any site other than Annapolis is $20 M - where is this in the COBRA
Does it make sense to do electro magnetic in Annapolis if White Oak is closed?

Did Philadelphia correctly get points for piers and mobilization responsibilities or was this
pre- continued shutdown?

Part of savings may be excess people at Philadelphia being claimed as excess at Annapolis
What are facilities like in Philadelphia -- need visit??

e px-13
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION

SUMMARY SHEET

NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER, CARDEROCK DIVISION DET MENT
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND

INSTALLATION MISSION

Provide research, development, test and evaluation, fleet support, and in-service engineering for

surface and undersea vehicle, hull, mechanical and electrical systems, and propulsors; provide

logistics R&D; and provide support to the Maritime Administration and the maritime industry.

Some specific efforts supported include RDT&E, Acquisition, and In-Service Engineering of

e Surface, Undersea and USMC Vehicle Vulnerability and Survivability Systems.

e Surface and Undersea Vehicle Active and Passive Acoustic Signatures and Silencing
Systems.

e Surface and Undersea Vehicle Non-Acoustic Signatures and Silencing Systems.

e Surface and Undersea Vehicle Propulsion Machinery Systems and Components.

e Surface and Undersea Vehicle Auxiliary Machinery Systems and Components.

The Annapolis Detachment has some unique missions involving ship vulnerability and
survivability, ship active and passive signatures, and surface and undersea vehicle hull
machinery, propulsors and equipment.

DOD RECOMMENDATION

e Close NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment Annapolis, including the NIKE Site,
Bayhead Road, Annapolis.

o  Transfer the fuel storage/refueling sites and the water treatment facilities to Naval Station,
Annapolis to support the U.S. Naval Academy and Navy housing.

e Relocate appropriate functions, personnel, equipment and support to other technical
activities, primarily NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment, Philadelphia, PA; NSWC,
Carderock Division, Carderock, MD; and Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, DC.

e Joint Spectrum Center (DoD cross-service tenant) will be relocated with other components
of the Center in the local area as appropriate.

DOD JUSTIFICATION

e  Sharp declines in technical center workload through 2001 which leads to excess capacity in
these activities.

e This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate closure/realignment or
consolidation of activities wherever practicable.

e This action permits the elimination of the command and support structure of the closing

activity resulting in improved efficiency, reduced costs, and reduced excess capacity.
AU I ed
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COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD

e One-Time Cost: $ 25.0 million
e Net Savings During Implementation: $ 36.7 million
e Annual Recurring Savings: $ 14.5 million
e Break-Even Year: 1 year

e Net Present Value Over 20 Years: $ 175.1million

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS RECOMMENDATION (EXCLUDES
CONTRACTORS)

Military Civilian Students
Baseline 2 418 0
Reductions 1 138 0
Realignments 1 280 0
Total 2 418 0

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF ALL RECOMMENDATIONS AFFECTING THIS
INSTALLATION (INCLUDES ON-BASE CONTRACTORS AND STUDENTS)

Out In Net (Loss)
Military  Civilian Military Civilian Military Civilian
2 520 0 0 2) (520)

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

NSWC Philadelphia is in a non-attainment area for CO.
s NSWC Carderock and NRL are currently in moderate non-attainment for CO and attainment

for PM-10.
e In the case of each receiving site, a conformity determination may be required to assess the

impact of this action.

No endangered species or biological habitat issues.

No wetlands on the base.

Historic preservation concerns apply.

NSWC Annapolis is in severe ozone non-attainment area.
There are asbestos problems of unknown magnitude on base.

REPRESENTATION
Governor: Parris Glendening
Senators: Paul Sarbanes
Barbara Mikulski

Representative: Wayne Gilchrest
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ECONOMIC IMPACT

e Potential Employment Loss: 1512 jobs (522 direct and 990 indirect)
e Annapolis, MD MSA Job Base: 2,434,000 jobs

e Percentage: .1 percent decrease

e Cumulative Economic Impact (year-year): 0.0 percent decrease

MILITARY ISSUES

NSWC Philadelphia does not have facilities in any form for “Deep Ocean Machinery
Simulation, Magnetic Fields, Submarine Fluid Dynamics, Electric Power, Electric
Propulsion, and Machinery Acoustic Silencing.”

This is the only location in the Western Hemisphere with the capability to evaluate and
qualify vehicles, deep ocean machinery, large size composite structures, and fiber optic cable
designs for both the Navy and commercial applications at deep ocean pressures.

NSWC closure would result in the loss of key technical personnel and the Navy’s laboratory
capability to specify and validate cooling equipment which is responsive to the accelerated
worldwide CFC production ban. Beginning in 1996, the Navy will be using a strategic
stockpile of CFC, which will be depleted rapidly if ships cooling systern developments
permitting non-CFC refrigerants are delayed. Navy could be fined $25,000 per day if the
CFC replacement project is not completed on schedule. No other DoD or private sector
facility has the capability to conduct this work.

No other activity currently provides certain support for shipboard auxiliary machinery
systems and “there is no single source that can provide the auxiliary machinery
systems/components integration expertise and the critical facilities ... for 21st century ships
and submarines.”

“The Annapolis Site is the international leader in Machinery Silencing Technology. There is
no other assembly of experienced technical experts and facilities capable of developing
assessing the quietness of full-scale machinery at system operating conditions.”

The Magnetic Fields Laboratory in Annapolis is “the only facility in the U.S. that can”
support degaussing coil design and calibration procedures and the “loss of the Annapolis site
would result in the severe degradation of the Navy’s capability and corporate memory in
submarine electromagnetic silencing and surface ship EM signature exploratory
development.”

The United Kingdom has closed its facility and intends to use the facility at Annapolis.
Annapolis has the capability to test manned vehicles under certified “man safe” conditions,
without which at-sea testing would have to be conducted, with the inherent risks to human
life due to potential failures. However, a manned vehicle was last tested in 1983.
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS/ISSUES

e Employees (particularly engineers) will be unable to obtain jobs in Annapolis if they choose
not to move.

¢ COBRA assumptions regarding moving and availability of other Government jobs are
unrealistic. -

e There is sufficient space to enable tenant to move the remainder of its personnel on the
compound and thus save several million dollars a year in rent.

e COBRA data reflects NSWC as it is today, not as dictated by BRAC 91. This makes the
recurring savings appear much larger than it really is.

¢ COBRA data does not reflect the annual rent which would be incurred ($1 million/year) if
current tenant were forced to move into leased spaces.

o Some of the savings are really excess people which will be “allocated from excess capacity at
receiving sites.”

e Compound is surrounded by Naval Station Annapolis and can not be used unless base is
reconfigured.

e U.S. will suffer major loss of capability which will take years to replace.

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS

e NSWC Annapolis had a higher military value than NSWC Philadelphia and the margin
would have been even greater had not Philadelphia gotten higher scores for quality of life,
which is primarily oriented towards military personnel (Annapolis has cne or two).

e BRAC-93 voted NOT against a DOD proposal which would have had Annapolis staffed
primarily by an equipment maintenance detachment. Most personnel would move to
Philadelphia and Carderock and would come to use the equipment on an as-needed basis.

e Costs associated with the DOD tenant at NSWC Annapolis may not have been properly
accounted for.

o IfNSWC is to be closed, why is the recommendation not to move it to DoD owned space
which offers a synergy with the Joint Spectrum Center?

e When will Navy have environmental conformity determinations completed?

e Was everything possible done to maximize sharing of overhead between the Naval Station
and the NSWC?

What are the reuse plans for the facility?
COBRA Standards are questionable, especially moving costs, % employees getting jobs, %
moving to keep jobs.

¢ DOD for Base Operating Support Costs and Real Property Maintenance are suspect.

e Note that if Annapolis were kept open (once White Oak is closed) $15-$20 M could be
saved by keeping Annapolis open.

David Epstein/Navy/08/09/95 2:32 PM
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Does BSAT use cost to train new employees?

Quality of life issues

What is increased cost of Base Operating Support if JSC moves onto base?

Why attempt to treat NSWC as a base -- it should be a tenant!!

BSAT said Navy R&D has to fall sharply. What action has the Navy taken to kill program

offices in Crystal City? If nothing, what is the plan?

6. Since stated purpose of labs closing is to ensure that hardware systems commands have
nowhere to spend money, will they then just turn to contractors?

7. Training Air Station deliberations decided that maintenance would only count about 4% of

military value since most maintenance was contractor operatdd. Same logical argument

carries over to military value pportion for quality of life at technical centers

BSEC for Technical Centers decided that Readiness was twice as important as facilities!!

Important decision at Sep 6 BSEC deliberations made weapons most important

0. BSEC decided Q of Life consistenta acrosss various categories, including Tech Centers at

Sep 6 meeting

11. Oct 4 meeting documents Sep 22 meeting between Dalton and Deutch, in which former
acknowledgeds excess capacity sitll existed in a variety of areas

12. Annapolis was compsared with by BSEC Port Hueneme, Louisville, Carderock; Philadelphia
was compared with Bayview, Yorktown, Sullivan, and NSWC HQ

13. BSEC tole BSAT to hgive credit to activities who rely on a host activity for ohousing.
Tenants shold cget credit for the host’s quarters -- I think should have also examined Naval
Academy in casre of Annapolis

14. See Tab 38 12/12/94 para 10 for discussiion of COBRA -- only considering ALT-1; four
functions lost, seven moved; not to include JSC rent; BSEC approved BSAT exclusion of
approximatley $30M in one-time unique moving costs for the seven facilities relocatied in
ALT-1; BSEC said not to include contract termination costs; BSEC directed that plant
account for fuel station and watrer treatmeent be changed to Naval Station Annapolis

15. Only will consider scenario ALT1

N e

— 0 OO0

16.
NSwWC NSWC
ANNAPOLIS PHILADEL-
PHIA
BSAT/BSEC SCORES
Deduct all Quality of Life
Points
Score without Q of Life
5
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INSTALLATION REVIEW

NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER - CARDEROCK DIVISION,
ANNAPOLIS DETACHMENT, ANNAPOLIS, MD

Host: Naval Surface Warfare Center - Carderock, Detachment Annapolis

Major Tenant: Joint Spectrum Center; performs highly classified work; reports to Defense
Information Systems Agency; 134 employees work on NSWC compound.

Location: Across Severn River from Naval Academy; 1 mile from downtown Annapolis
Surrounded by Naval Station Annapolis on land side and by Severn River.

Key Facilities:

Non-CFC Elimination

Deep Ocean Vehicle Facility
Propulsion Shaftline Facility
Machinery Acoustic Silencing
Submarine Fluid Dynamics
Magnetic Fields Laboratory
Advanced Electrical Machinery

Manpower:

e 19 civilian personnel and one officer are due to relocate to NSWC Carderock at Carderock,
MD and 261 civilian personnel are to relocate to Philadelphia.

e 138 civilian personnel and one officer will become excess.

Crucial issues and questions which should be discussed:

1 Relative to each major system on the basis.

e Where else can testing be done if we close NSWC-Annapolis?

e What is impact if we close down and then attempt to reopen - will equipment be damaged?

e Are the project managers you support on this suite of equipment comfortable with Navy
decision to close NSWC and eliminate opportunity to do testing here?

2. Besides the Navy, are there any US or foreign organizations who test or expect to test at
NSWC Annapolis? Any private companies?




3. What has been happening to your workload over the past few years? Do you currently
have enough work for your people? Do you expect to have enough in the future?

R

I’m concerned about various aspects of the cost analysis:

o Are the jobs to be eliminated really excess at Annapolis or does the excess exist elsewhere?

¢ Has Annapolis’s overhead been reduced or is it scheduled to be reduced in conjunction with
BRAC-91 adjustments?

o Explain the relationship and plans for your tenant, the Joint Spectrum Center. How much

would be spent on rent if the JSC moved off the compound? Is there room for more JSC

personnel to move onto the compound? How much money would that save?
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Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division, Annapolis Detachment
COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community expressed concern over the Navy’s cost analysis of the proposed
move. Examples of their concerns included mistakes (acknowledged by the Navy) in documenting
real property maintenance and Base Operating Support costs; in estimating costs of moving facilities
to Philadelphia; in reflecting the cost of functions which must continue to be performed; in
estimating costs of moving or maintaining a DoD tenant of NSWC in a different location; in
recognizing costs associated with the loss of skilled staff.

The Navy proposed the elimination of two major systems which, according to the
Community, would result in extensive live testing at greatly increased costs. The community
pointed out that there were no other facilities in the Western hemisphere on which such testing could
be conducted. Without these two facilities, some testing could not even be undertaken because it
would be too dangerous in a live environment. They pointed out that, in addition to the inability to
conduct certain types of testing, other vital projects would be delayed, perhaps to unacceptable
levels. The community pointed out that due to project delays associated with the move, several vital
systems might not be available for installation on the lead ships in their respective classes. More
serious was a potential delay in the CFC replacement program. This program was necessitated by an
international treaty signed by the United States which agreed to the elimination of CFCs by 1998.
The community stated and Navy officials confirmed that the move might jeopardize timely
completion of the project, which could result in fines of $25 K per day and or affect ship movements.

The community reminded us, as noted in the official briefings, that NSWC Annapolis is
surrounded by water and Naval Station Annapolis. This meant many overhead costs would remain
and that reuse of the land was highly problematic.

The community pointed out the significant differences between the employee populations at
the two commands. They stressed the large differences in terms of research work being done,

patents received, educational levels achieved. They suggested the number of positions which Navy
said could be eliminated was questionable and that the COBRA scenario stated personnel conducting

CFC work would not be moved to Philadelphia.

The Dean of the Naval Academy came to NSWC to explain the value to USNA of the
proximity of the Laboratory. He explained how faculty members were able to pursue projects during
the academic year, and during the summer as an income supplement. He pointed out that
Midshipman studying engineering obtained exposure to real-life problems, and that several of those
top-performers were able to spend a semester pursuing independent engineering projects.

h:\epstein\finalrpt\commconc\nswc.doc




Cost of moving (equipment and personnel) was substantially understated

Cost of five personnel responsible for operating fuel and water treatment plants was omitted
Cost of staff supporting CFC facility was omitted

Military value of Annapolis was understated

Interruption to CFC program

Impact of loss of Deep Pressure Tank

Impact of loss of Fluid Dynamics Facility

BSAT did not properly input RPMA and BOS costs

Moving Joint Spectrum Center off base causes DoD to spend more money on rent than BSAT
assumptions would indicate

Moving Joint Spectrum Center’s contractor, which employs about 600 employees and currently
occupies leased space in Annapolis, onto the base costs far less money than is currently paid for
rent and related costs

Closing NSWC Annapolis does not result in the closure of any facilities, because NSWC
Annapolis is surrounded by Naval Station Annapolis

Large numbers of engineers will not move to Philadelphia

Move to Philadelphia will result in the need to provide substantial training for NSWC
Philadelphia employees (existing employees and new hires); this costs money for training and
makes the employees unavailable for normal workload

NSWC Philadelphia’s employees are generally less well educated than are those of NSWC
Annapolis

Synergy with the Naval Academy will be lost -- synergy benefits Navy, Naval Academy, and
NSWC
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Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division, Annapolis Detachment
COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community expressed concern and believe the Navy underestimated costs related
to base overhead, facility moving, alternative testing procedures, tenant relocation and loss of skilled
staff. The community believes that the proposal would eliminate two major test facilities and would
require the substitution of extensive live testing at greatly increased costs or risk to personnel. They
pointed out that other vital projects would be delayed, perhaps unacceptably. An example the
community identified, is a delay in testing systems which may not be available for installation on the
lead ships in their respective classes. More serious was a potential delay in the chlorofluorocarbon
(CFC) replacement program. The Clean Air Act and an international treaty, the Montreal Protocol,
halt all U. S. production of CFCs and production of products used by the Navy has already ceased..
The community also noted that NSWC Annapolis is surrounded by Naval Station Annapolis, which
is not closing, and water. Thus overhead costs would remain and reuse of the land would be highly
problematic.

The community expressed concerns about the movement of much of their R&D mission to
NSWC Philadelphia which has in-service engineering, not research, as its primary function. They
pointed out significant differences between research experience and educational levels of the
employee populations at the two commands. They suggested that the number of positions the Navy
said could be eliminated was questionable and that the scenario eliminated, instead of relocating,
some critical personnel, such as those conducting CFC work.

h:\epstein\finalrpt\commconc\nswcl.doc
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DRAFT

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
SUMMARY SHEET

NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER, CARDEROCK DIVISION DETACHMENT
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND

INSTALLATION MISSION

Provide research, development, test and evaluation, fleet support, and in-service engineering for

surface and undersea vehicle, hull, mechanical and electrical systems, and propulsors; provide

logistics R&D; and provide support to the Maritime Administration and the maritime industry.

Some specific efforts supported include RDT&E, Acquisition, and In-Service Engineering of

e Surface, Undersea and USMC Vehicle Vulnerability and Survivability Systems.

e Surface and Undersea Vehicle Active and Passive Acoustic Signatures and Silencing
Systems. , ‘

o Surface and Undersea Vehicle Non-Acoustic Signatures and Silencing Systems.

» Surface and Undersea Vehicle Propulsion Machinery Systems and Components.

e Surface and Undersea Vehicle Auxiliary Machinery Systems and Components.

The Annapolis Detachment has some unique missions involving ship vulnerability and
survivability, ship active and passive signatures, and surface and undersea vehicle hull
machinery, propulsors and equipment.

DOD RECOMMENDATION

e Close NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment Annapolis, inclucding the NIKE Site,
Bayhead Road, Annapolis.
o  Transfer the fuel storage/refueling sites and the water treatment facilities to Naval Station,

Annapolis to support the U.S. Naval Academy and Navy housing.
» Relocate appropriate functions, personnel, equipment and support to other technical

activities, primarily NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment, Philadelphia, PA; NSWC,
Carderock Division, Carderock, MD; and Naval Research Laboratory, Was*ington, DC.

e Joint Spectrum Center (DoD cross-service tenant) will be relocated with other components
of the Center in the local area as appropriate.

DOD JUSTIFICATION

e  Sharp declines in technical center workload through 2001 which leads to excess capacity in
these activities.
o  This excess and the imbal:.nce in forc~ and resource levels dictate closure/realignment or
consolidation of activities wherever practicable.
o This action permits the elimination of the command and support structure of the closing
/ activity resulting in improved efficiency, reduced costs, and reduced excess capacity.

DRAFT
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COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD

e One-Time Cost: $ 25.0 million
e Net Savings During Implementation: $ 36.7 million
e Annual Recurring Savings: $ 14.5 million
e Break-Even Year: 1 year

e Net Present Value Over 20 Years: $ 175.1million

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS RECOMMENDATION (EXCLUDES
CONTRACTORS)

R Military Civilian Students
Baseline 2 418 0
Reductions 1 138 0

~ Realignments 1 280 0
Total 2 418 0

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF ALL RECOMMENDATIONS AFFECTING THIS
INSTALLATION (INCLUDES ON-BASE CONTRACTORS AND STUDENTS)

Out In Net (Loss)
Military Civilian Military Civilian Military Civilian
2 520 0 0 2) (520)

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

e NSWC Philadelphia is in a non-attainment area for CO.

e NSWC Carderock and NRL are currently in moderate non-attainment for CO and attainment
for PM-10.

e In the case of each receiving site, a conformity determination may be required to assess the

impact of this action.

No endangered species or biological habitat issues.

No wetlands on the bas-.

Historic preservation concerns apply.

NSWC Annapolis is in severe ozone non-attainment area.

There are asbestos problems of unknown magnitude on base.

REPRESENTATION

Governor: Parris Glendening

Senators: Paul Sarbanes
Barbara Mikulski

Representative:  Wayne Gilchrest
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ECONOMIC IMPACT

e Potential Employment Loss: 1512 jobs (522 direct and 990 indirect)
e Annapolis, MD MSA Job Base: 2,434,000 jobs

e Percentage: .1 percent decrease

¢ Cumulative Economic Impact (year-year): . 0.0 percent decrease

MILITARY ISSUES

e NSWC Philadelphia does not have facilities in any form for “Deep Ocean Machinery
Simulation, Magnetic Fields, Submarine Fluid Dynamics, Electric Power, Electric
Propulsion, and Machinery Acoustic Silencing.”

e This is the only location in the Western Hemisphere with the capability to evaluate and
qualify vehicles, deep ocean machinery, large size composite structures, and fiber optic cable
designs for both the Navy and commercial applications at deep ocean pressures.

e NSWC closure would result in the loss of key technical personnel and the Navy’s laboratory
capability to specify and validate cooling equipment which is responsive to the accelerated
worldwide CFC production ban. Beginning in 1995, the Navy will be using a strategic
stockpile of CFC, which will be depleted rapidly if ships cooling system developments
permitting non-CFC refrigerants are delayed. Navy could be fined $25,000 per day if the
CFC replacement project is not completed on schedule. No other DoD or private sector
facility has the capability to conduct this work.

o No other activity currently provides certain support for shipboard auxiliary machinery
systems and “there is no single source that can provide the auxiliary machinery
systems/components integration expertise and the critical facilities ... for 21st century ships
and submarines.”

e “The Annapolis Site is the international leader in Machinery Silencing Technology. There is
no other assembly of experienced technical experts and facilities capable of developing
assessing the quietness of full-scale machinery at system operating conditions.”

e The Magnetic Fields Laboratory in Annapolis is “the only facility in the U.S. that can”
support degaussing coil design and calibration procedures and the “loss of the Annapolis site
would result in the severe degradation of the Navy’s capability and corporate memory in
submarine electromagnetic silencing and surface ship EM signature exploratory
development.” _

o The United Kingdom has closed its facility and intends to use the facility at Annapolis.

o Annapolis has the capability to test manned vehicles under certified “man safe” conditions,
without which at-sea testing would have to be conducted, with the inherent risks to hrman
life due to potential failures. However, a manned vehicle was last tested in 1983.

DRAFT
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COMMUNITY CONCERNS/ISSUES

» Employees (particularly engineers) will be unable to obtain jobs in Annapolis if they choose
not to move.

e COBRA assumptions regarding moving and availability of other Government jobs are
unrealistic.

e There is sufficient space to enable tenant to move the remainder of its personnel on the
compound and thus save several million dollars a year in rent.

e COBRA data reflects NSWC as it is today, not as dictated by BRAC 91. This makes the
recurring savings appear much larger than it really is.

e COBRA data does not reflect the annual rent which would be incurred ($1 million/year) if
current tenant were forced to move into leased spaces.

e Some of the savings are really excess people which will be “allocated from excess capacity at
receiving sites.”

e Compound is surrounded by Naval Station Annapolis and can not be used unless base is
reconfigured. ,

e U.S. will suffer major loss of capability which will take years to replace.

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS

e NSWC Annapolis had a higher military value than NSWC Philadelphia and the margin
would have been even greater had not Philadelphia gotten higher scores for quality of life,
which is primarily oriented towards military personnel (Annapolis has one or two).

e BRAC-93 voted NOT against a DOD proposal which would have had Annapolis staffed
primarily by an equipment maintenance detachment. Most personnel would move to
Philadelphia and Carderock and would come to use the equipment on an as-needed basis.

e Costs associated with the DOD tenant at NSWC Annapolis may not have been properly
accounted for.

o IfNSWC is to be closed, why is the recommendation not to move it to DoD owned space
which offers a synergy with the Joint Spectrum Center?

e When will Navy have environmental conformity determinations completed?

e Was everything possible done to maximize sharing of overhead between the Naval Station
and the NSWC?

e What are the reuse plans for the facility? _

» COBRA Standards are questionable, especially moving costs, % employees getting jobs, %
moving to keep jobs.

e DOD for Base Operating Support Costs and Real Property Maintenance are suspect.

» Note that if Annapolis were kept open (once White Oak is closed) $15-$20 M could be
saved by keeping Annapolis open.

David Epstein/Navy/04/25/95 9:11 AM
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1995 DoD Recommendations and Justifications

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division Detachment,
Annapolis, Maryland

Recommendation: Close the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock Division Detachment,
Annapolis, Maryland, including the NIKE Site, Bayhead Road, Annapolis, except transfer the
fuel storage/refueling sites and the water treatment facilities to Naval Station, Annapolis to
support the U.S. Naval Academy and Navy housing. Relocate appropriate functions, personnel,
equipment and support to other technical activities, primarily Naval Surface Warfare Center,
Carderock Division Detachment, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; Naval Surface Weapons Center,
Carderock Division, Carderock, Maryland; and the Naval Research Laboratory, Washington,
D.C. The Joint Spectrum Center, a DoD cross-service tenant, will be relocated with other
components of the Center in the local area as appropriate. '

Justification: There is an overall reduction in operational forces and a sharp decline cf the
Department of the Navy budget through 2001. Specific reductions for technical centers are
difficult to determine because these activities are supported through customer orders. However,
the level of forces and the budget are reliable indicators of sharp declines in technical center
workload through 2001, which leads to a recognition of excess capacity in these activities. This
excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate closure/realignment or
consolidation of activities wherever practicable. The total closure of this technical center reduces
overall excess capacity in this category of installations, as well as excess capacity specific to this
particular installation. It results in synergistic efficiencies by eliminating a majcr site and
collocating technical personnel at the two primary remaining sites involved in hull, machinery,
and equipment associated with naval vessels. It allows the movement of work to other Nevy,
DoD, academic and private industry facilities, and the excessing of some facilities not in
continuous use. It also collocates RDT&E efforts with the In-Service Enginecring work and
facilities, to incorporate lessons learned from fleet operations and to increase the technical
response pool to solve immediate problems.

Return on Investment: The total estimated one-time cost to implement this recommendation is
$25 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period is a savings of
$36.7 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are $14.5 million with a return on
investment expected in one year. The net present value of the costs and savings ov 20 yeurs is
a savings of $175.1 million.

Impacts:

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this
recommendation could result in a maximum potential reduction of 1,512 jobs (522 direct jobs
and 990 indirect jobs) over the 1996-t0-2001 period in the Baltimore, Maryland PM5A eccnomic
area, which is 0.1 percent of economic area employment. The cum:lative e.:onomic impact of all
BRAC 95 recommendations and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the
1994-t0-2001 period could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to less than U.1 percent
of employment in the economic area.



1995 DoD Recommendations and Justifications

Community Infrastructure Impact: There is no known community infrastructure
impact at any receiving installation.

Environmental Impact: The closure of NSWC Annapolis does not involve the transfer
of any industrial-type activities. NSWC Carderock and NRL are currently in moderate non-
attainment for carbon monoxide and attainment for PM-10; however, the movement of personnel
into those areas will not adversely impact the environment in those areas. NSWC Philadelphia is
in a non-attainment area for carbon monoxide. In the case of each receiving site, a conformity
determination may be required to assess the impact of this action. At all receiving sites, the
utility infrastructure is adequate to handle the additional personnel. Also. there is no adverse
impact on threatened/endangered species, sensitive habitats and wetlands, cultural/historical
resources as a result of this recommendation.







BASE VISIT REPORT

NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER (NSWC), CARDEROCK DIVISION,
DETACHMENT ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND

27 MARCH 1995
LEAD COMMISSIONER:
Commissioner Rebecca Cox
MPANYIN MMISSIONER:
None

COMMISSION STAFF:

Mr. David Lyles
Mr. Alex Yellin
Mr. David Epstein

LIST OF ATTENDEES:

Senator Paul Sarbanes

Senator Barbara Mikulski

Representative Wayne Gilchrest

Representative Steny Hoyer

Governor Parris Glendening

Rear Admiral David Sargeant, Jr. (USN) (Commander, NSWC);

Captain James Baskerville (USN) (Commander, NSWC, Carderock Division)
Commander Roger Walker (USN) (Qfficer-in-Charge, NSWC, Carderock Division, Annapolis
Detachment)

Colonel George “Ron” Flock (USAF), Commander, Joint Spectrum Center
Mr. Larry Argiro (retired) - previous Director, Machinery R&D Directorate
CAPT Robin Bosworth (Ret.) - prior Officer-in-Charge NSWC Annapolis

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: is to provide research, development, test and evaluation, fleet
support, and in-service engineering for surface and undersea vehicle, hull, mechanical and
electrical systems, and propulsors; provide logistics R&D; and provide support to the Maritime
Administration and the maritime industry. Specific efforts supported include RDT&E,
Acquisition, and In-Service Engineering of




» Surface, Undersea and USMC Vehicle Vulnerability and Survivability Systems

e Surface and Undersea Vehicle Active and Passive Acoustic Signatures and Silencing
Systems

e Surface and Undersea Vehicle Non-Acoustic Signatures and Silencing Systems

e Surface and Undersea Vehicle Propulsion Machinery Systems and Components

e Surface and Undersea Vehicle Auxiliary Machinery Systems and Components

The Annapolis Detachment has some unique missions involving ship vulnerability and
survivability, ship active and passive signatures, and surface and undersea vehicle hull
machinery, propulsors and equipment.

DOD RECOMMENDATION:

e Close NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment Annapolis, including the NIKE Site,
Bayhead Road, Annapolis

o Transfer the fuel storage/refueling sites and the water treatment facilities to Naval Station,
Annapolis to support the U.S. Naval Academy and Navy housing

o Relocate appropriate functions, personnel, equipment and support to other technical
activities, primarily NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment, Philadelphia, PA; NSWC,
Carderock Division, Carderock, MD; and Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, DC

e Joint Spectrum Center (DoD cross-service tenant) will be relocated with other components of
the Center in the local area as appropriate.

D IFICATION:

e Sharp declines in technical center workload through 2001 which leads to excess capacity in
these activities.

e This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate closure/realignment or
consolidation of activities wherever practicable.

e This action permits the elimination of the command and support structure of the closing
activity resulting in improved efficiency, reduced costs, and reduced excess capacity.

MAIN FACITATIES REVIEWED:

e Visit began with a 15 minute overview in the Melville Room of the Headquarters Building.
*  Two hour tour of the base, including the Non-CFC Elimination lab, the Deep Ocean Vehicle
Facility, the Propulsion Shaftline Facility, the Electrical Power Technology laboratory, the
Machinery Acoustic Silencing lab, the Fluid Dynamics facility, the Magnetic Field Lab, the
Pulse Power Systems complex, and the Advanced Electrical Machinery facility.

Dean Shapiro of the United States Naval Academy discussed the benefits to the Academy its
faculty and the Midshipmen who work on projects at NSWC Annapolis.

Colonel Flock, USAF, described the mission and requirements of the Joint Spectrum: Center,
which was recently transferred from Air Force to Defense Information Systems Agency and
his interest in consolidating his personnel

Mr. Tim Doyle lead a 25 minute wrap-up and answered questions.
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KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED:

The professional staff at the installation indicated that they are unlikely to move to
Philadelphia. This, along with the difficulty of moving sensitive equipment, could result in
the substantial delay of ongoing projects. Several major projects, particularly the one to
develop equipment to handle CFCs might be adversely impacted. This would jeop: rdize
international treaties and could be extremely expensive. In the case of other projects, there is
the possibility that lead ships in some classes might be built without the enhanced systems
being developed at Annapolis. Those systems might be later retrofitted at additional cost.

It will be difficult if not impossible to move some of the equipment at Annapolis. The Deep
Ocean Vehicle Facility would simply be abandoned. This could result in costly testing at sea
with less reliability. Concern was also expressed over the magnetic, noise, and vibration at
NSWC Philadelphia, particularly because of the industrial nature of the shipyard complex
and proximity to the major inters:ate highway and airport.

¢ Costs for a tenant, the Joint Spectrum Center (JSC), a Defense Information Systems Agency
(DISA) activity could increase by one million dollars per year if they have to move into
commercial space. These costs were not considered. The JSC supporting contractor, the
Illinois Institute of Technology Research Institute, is currently paying $1.5 M per year to rent
commercial space in Annapolis which is reimbursed by JSC. There would be sufficient
space (after the departure of Materials Department Staff to Carderock, per BRAC “91) at
NSWC to house all of the JSC staff including some currently in Washington, as well as
IITRI. Cost of renovating base facilities and adequacy of space at NSWC Annapolis for JSC
are being examined. If Annapolis were to close, JSC could move to Fort Meade, to leased
space in Annapolis, or elsewhere.

Dean Shapiro of the Naval Academy pointed out that the loss of NSWC would result in
greatly diminished opportunities for Naval Academy midshipmen, particularly engineering
majors, to gain exposure to practical engineering and R&D work. Faculty members would
also lose opportunities to get good summer projects.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAJISED:

» Navy claims on savings were disputed.

¢ Programs will be disrupted.

Key people will be lost and a winning team will be broken up.

Synergy with Naval Academy will be lost.

There will be no benefit from sale of or reuse of land, since NSWC is surrounded by Naval
Station Annapolis.

Philadelphia and Carderock do not have the magnetic, sound, and vibration free
environments to conduct testing.

Lives of employees will be disrupted.

As the U.S. downsizes its military, it is even more important that high tech superiority be
maintained.

.




REQUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT:

Commissioner Cox requested that Mr. Epstein
e Investigate various aspects of the DoD claimed savings.
e Obtain information on the 78 major capabilities of the NSWC community, with particular

emphasis on the statement that NSWC Annapolis has primary responsibility for 3 of the top
10 items on that list.
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BASE VISIT REPORT

NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER (NSWC), CARDEROCK DIVISION,
DETACHMENT ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND

1 MAY 1995
LEAD COMMISSIONER:
Commissioner Benjamin Montoya

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER:

None
MMISSION STAFE:
Mr. David Epstein

LIST OF ATTENDEES:

Senator Paul Sarbanes

Dr. Ira Blatstein, Technical Director, Naval Surface Warfare Center

Dean Shapiro, United States Naval Academy

CAPT James Baskerville (USN), Commander, NSWC, Carderock Division

Dr. Richard Metrey, Director, Carderock Division

Dr. William Middleton, Chief of Staff, Carderock Division

CDR Roger Walker (USN), Officer-in-Charge, NSWC, Carderock Division, Annapolis Det.
COL George “Ron” Flock (USAF), Commander, Joint Spectrum Center

Mr. Larry Argiro (retired) - previous Director, Machinery R&D Directorate

Mr. James Corder (retired) - previous Deputy Director, Machinery R&D Directorate

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: is to provide research, development, test and evaluation, tleet
support, and in-service engineering for surface and undersea vehicle, hull, mechanical and
electrical systems, and propulsors; provide logistics R&D; and pro- ide support to the Maritime
Administration and the maritime industry. Specific efforts supported include RDT&E,
Acquisition, and In-Service Engineering of

e Surface, Undersea and USMC Vehicle Vulnerability and Survivability Systems

e Surface and Undersea Vehicle Active and Passive Acoustic Signatures and Silencing
Systems
Surface and Undersea Vehicle Non-Acoustic Signatures and Silencirg Systems

e Surface and Undersea Vehicle Propulsion Machinery Systems and Components

e Surface and Undersea Vehicle Auxiliary Machinery Systems and Components




s

g’

The Annapolis Detachment has some unique missions involving ship vulnerability and
survivability, ship active and passive signatures, and surface and undersea vehicle hull
machinery, propulsors and equipment.

DOD RECOMMENDATION:

e Close NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment Annapolis, including the NIKE Site,
Bayhead Road, Annapolis

e Transfer the fuel storage/refueling sites and the water treatment facilities to Naval Station,
Annapolis to support the U.S. Naval Academy and Navy housing

» Relocate appropriate functions, personnel, equipment and support to other technical
activities, primarily NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment, Philadelphia, PA; NSWC,
Carderock Division, Carderock, MD; and Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, DC

e Joint Spectrum Center (DoD cross-service tenant) will be relocated with other components of
the Center in the local area as appropriate.

DOD JUSTIFICATION:

e Sharp declines in technical center workload through 2001 which leads to excess capacity in
these activities.

s This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate closure/realignment or
consolidation of activities wherever practicable.

e This action permits the elimination of the command and support structure of the closing
activity resulting in improved efficiency, reduced costs, and reduced excess capacity.

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED:

e Visit began with a 30 minute overview, during a working lunch, in the Melville Room of the
Headquarters Building.

e 90 minute tour of the base including the Non-CFC Elimination lab, the Deep Ocean Vehicle
Facility, the Propulsion Shaftline Facility, the Electrical Power Technology laboratory, the
Machinery Acoustic Silencing lab, the Fluid Dynamics facility, the Magnetic Field Lab, the
Pulse Power Systems complex, and the Advanced Electrical Machinery facility.

¢ Dean Shapiro of the United States Naval Academy discussed the benefits to the Academy its
faculty and the Midshipmen who work on projects at NSWC Annapolis.

e Colonel Flock, USAF, described thc mission and requirements of the Joint Spectrum Center,
which was recently transferred from Air Force to Defense Information Systems Agency and
his interest in consolidating his personnel

e Mr. Tim Doyle lead a 10 minute wrap-up and answered questions.




EYI D IED:

In addition to the issues identified during the visit by Commissioner Cox, the issues listed below
were identified. A copy of the write-up of Commissioner Cox’s visit was provided to
Commissioner Montoya.

e It may be more difficult to hire top quality engineers in Philadelphia. In response to
questions posed by Commissioner Montoya and Mr. Epstein, CAPT Baskerville and COL
Flock acknowledge 1 that their presence in the Annapolis area, with its high quality of life,
facilitated personnel retention, even when higher paying jobs were offered.

e The sequence in which the Commissioners vote on NSWC Annapolis and White Oak could
be important because if they close the first one, then when they vote on whichever of these is
voted on last, the Commissioners will be told there is an additional cost of $15-$17 M cost
associated with closing this last site. This sum represents the estimated cost of building a
new electromagnetic free research facility at NSWC Carderock or some other location.

* The recommendation to close the deep pressure activity appears to have originated from the
BSEC or BSAT. :

e Despite earlier indications to the contrary, NSWC Philadelphia can accommodate the
Annapolis facilities scheduled to be relocated while still keeping the facilities within an area
which approximates that of a destroyer.

e The COBRA contains some standard moving costs, rather than the costs of moving
equipment as specified in the NSWC data call. Related MILCON costs were also omitted
from the COBRA.

e The COBRA does not reflect any costs for training, but this was consistent with Navy’s
general policy.

e In order to enable labs such as Annapolis and Carderock to remain viable in a time of
decreasing budgets, the labs must be allowed to compete for some private sector work and to
hire new engineers.

e The Deep Ocean Vehicle Facility could be moved, by barge, to NSWC Philadelphia for about
$15M.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED:

e Navy claims on savings were disputed.

e Programs will be disrupted.

e Key people will be lost and a winning team will be broken up.

o Synergy with Naval Academy will be lost.

» There will be no benefit from sale of or reuse of land, since NSWC is surrounded by Naval
Station Annapolis.

o Philadelphia and Carderock do not have the magnetic, sound, and vibration free
environments to conduct testing.

e Lives of employees will be disrupted.

e Asthe U.S. downsizes its military, it is even more important that high tech supcriority be
maintained.




REQUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT:

Commissioner Montoya requested that NSWC Carderock division provide details regarding the
loss of the Deep Pressure Tank and the Fluid Dynamics Facility. He expressed interest in the
cost and the impact on the programs that would have used those facilities if they were available.




BASE VISIT REPORT

NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER (NSWC), CARDEROCK DIVISION,
DETACHMENT ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND

19 MAY 1995
LEAD COMMISSIONER:

Commissioner Al Cornella

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER:
None

COMMISSION STAFF:

Mr. David Epstein

LIST OF ATTENDEES:

CAPT James Baskerville (USN), Commander, NSWC, Carderock Division

Dr. William Middleton, Chief of Staff, Carderock Division

CDR Roger Walker (USN), Officer-in-Charge, NSWC, Carderock Division, Annapolis Jet.
COL George “Ron” Flock (USAF), Commander, Joint Spectrum Center

Mr. Larry Argiro (retired) - previous Director, Machinery R&D Directorate

Mr. James Corder (retired) - previous Deputy Director, Machinery R&D Directorate

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: s to provide research, development, test and evaluation, fleet
support, and in-service engineering for surface and undersea vehicle, hull, mechanical and
electrical systems, and propulsors; provide logistics R&D; and provide support to the Maritime
Administration and the maritime industry. Specific efforts supported include RDT&E,

Acquisition, and In-Service Engineering of

e Surface, Undersea and USMC Vehicle Vulnerability and Survivability Sysiems

» Surface and Undersea Vehicle Active and Passive Acoustic Signatures and Silcncing
Systems

» Surface and Undersea Vehicle Non-Acoustic Signatures and Silencing Systems

e Surface and Undersea Vehicle Propulsion Machinery Systems and Components

» Surface and Undersea Vehicle Auxiliary Machinery Systems and Components

The Annapolis Detachment has some unique missions involving ship vulnerabiliiy and
survivability, ship active and passive signatures, a1 surface and undersea vehicle huli
machinery, propulsors and equipment.




DOD RECOMMENDATION:

e Close NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment Annapolis, including the NIKE Site,
Bayhead Road, Annapolis

o Transfer the fuel storage/refueling sites and the water treatment facilities to Naval Station,
Annapolis to support the U.S. Naval Academy and Navy housing

* Relocate appropriate functions, personnel, equipment and support to cther technical
activities, primarily NSWC, Carderock Division, Detachment, Philadelphia, PA; NSWC,
Carderock Division, Carderock, MD; and Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, DC

e Joint Spectrum Center (DoD cross-service tenant) will be relocated with other components of
the Center in the local area as appropriate.

DOD JUSTIFICATION:

e Sharp declines in technical center workload through 2001 which leads to excess capacity in
these activities. :

e This excess and the imbalance in force and resource levels dictate closure/realignment or
consolidation of activities wherever practicable.

» This action permits the elimination of the command and support structure of the closing
activity resulting in improved efficiency, reduced costs, and reduced excess capacity.

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED:

e Visit began with a 30 minute overview in the Melville Room of the Headquarters Building.

e 90 minute tour of the base including the Non-CFC Elimination lab, the Deep Ocean Vehicle
Facility, the Propulsion Shaftline Facility, the Electrical Power Technology laboratory, the
Machinery Acoustic Silencing lab, the Fluid Dynamics facility, the Magnetic Field Lab, the
Pulse Power Systems complex, and the Advanced Electrical Machinery facility.

e Colonel Flock, USAF, described the mission and requirements of the Joint Spectrum Center,
which was recently transferred from Air Force to Defense Information Systems Agency and
his interest in consolidating his personnel

e Mr. Tim Doyle lead a 10 minute wrap-up and answered questions.




KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED:

In addition to the issues identified during the visit by Commissioner Cox. the issues list 1 below
were identified. A copy of the write-up of the visits by Commissioners Cox and Montoya were
provided to Commissioner Cornella. '

It may be more difficult to hire top quality engineers in Philadelphia. In response to
questions posed by Commissioner Cornella and Mr. Epstein, CAPT Easkerville and COL
Flock acknowledged that their presence in the Annapolis area, with its high quality of life,
facilitated personnel retention, even when higher paying jobs were offered.

The sequence in which the Commissioners vote on NSWC Annapolis and White Oak could
be important because if they close the first one, then when they vote on whichever of these is
voted on last, the Commissioners will be told there is an additional cost of $15-$17 M cost
associated with closing this last site. This sum represents the estimated cost of building a
new electromagnetic free research facility at NSWC Carderock or some other location.

The recommendation to close the deep pressure activity appears to have originated from the
BSEC or BSAT. .

Despite earlier indications to the contrary, NSWC Philadelphia can accommodate the
Annapolis facilities scheduled to be relocated while still keeping the facilities within an area
which approximates that of a destroyer.

The COBRA contains some standard moving costs, rather than the costs of moving
equipment as specified in the NSWC data call. Related MILCON costs were also omitted
from the COBRA.

The COBRA does not reflect any costs for training, but this was consistent wit! Navy’s
general policy.

In order to enable labs such as Annapolis and Carderock to remain viable in a time of
decreasing budgets, the labs must be allowed to compete for some private sector work and to
hire new engineers.

The Deep Ocean Vehicle Facility could be moved, by barge, to NSWC Philadelphia for about
$15M.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED:

Navy claims on savings were disputed.

Programs will be disrupted.

Key people will be lost and a winning team will be broken up.

Synergy with Naval Academy will be lost.

There will be no benefit from sale of or reuse of land, since " 'SWC is surrounded by Naval
Station Annapolis.

Philadelphia and Carderock do not have the 1:agnetic, sound, and vibration frec
environments to conduct tes. ag.

Lives of employees will be disrupted.

As the U.S. downsizes its military, it is even more important that high tech superiority be
maintained.
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BRAC-95 CERTIFICATION

Reference: SECNAVNOTE 11000 of 08 December 1993

In accordance with policy set forth by the Secretary of the Navy, personnel of the
Department of the Navy, uniformed and civilian, who provide information for use in the
BRAC-95 process are required to provide a signed certification that states "I certify that
the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge
and beliet."

The signing of this certification constitutes a representation that the certifying
official has reviewed the information and either (1) personally vouches for its accuracy
and completeness or (2) has possession of, and is relying upon, a certification executed
by a competent subordinate.

Each individual in your activity generating information for the BRAC-95 process
must certify that information. Enclosure (1) is provided for indiviclual certifications and
may be duplicated as necessary. You are directed to maintain those certifications at your
activity for audit purposes. For purposes of this certification sheet, the commander of the
activity will begin the certification process and each reporting senior in the Chain of
Command reviewing the information will also sign this certification sheet. This sheet must
remain attached to this package and be forwarded up the Chain of Command. Copies
must be retained by each level in the Chain of Command for audit purposes.

| certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my
knowledge and belief.

ACTIVITY COMMANDER
L. R. Walker; Commander, USN é E [A)-ng
NAME (Please type or print) Signature
Officer-in-Charge 27 January 1995
Title Date

Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderock
Division Detachment, Annapolis
Activity

This certification covers the NSWC/Carderock Division/Annapolis Detachment Response
to the BRAC Scenario 3-20-0198-035A.




| certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my

knowledge and belief.
NEXT ECHEL@VEL ( ofiCz
James E. Baskerville; Captain USN /3 .o

NAME (Please type or print) ;\_ggture

Commander 27 January 1995
Title Date

Carderock Division, NSWC
Activity

| certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my

knowledge and belief.

NEXT ECHELON LEVEL (itapplicable)

RADM D. P. SARGENT, JR.

Signature

|

NAME (Please type or print)

COMMANDER 27 January 1995
Title Date

NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER
Activity

| certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my

knowledge and belief.
MAJOR CLAIMANT EL

NAME (Please type or print) Signature

G. R. STERNER VO IR A
Tiﬁgva\ Sea Systems Command Date
Activity

I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my
knowledge and belief.

DEPUTY CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS (LOGISTICS)
DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF (INSTALLATI/ON§ & LOGISTICS)
_‘

W.A EARNER . LB
NAME (Please type or print) Signature ) )
o a —
2 /i7/75
Title Date g
Activity

This certification covers the NSWC/Carderock Division/Annapolis Detachment Response to the
BRAC Scenario 3-20-0198-035A.




BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL
ENCLOSURE (1) - SCENARIO SUMMARY

Complete one copy of Enclosure (1) - Scenario Summary for the entire closure/realignment
scenario. Tables included in this enclosure are 1-A, 1-B and 1-C.

Table 1-A: Scenario Description. Identify the Scenario Number, Title and Response Date. The
Scenario Number and Title will be provided to you by the BSAT as part of the data call tasking.

Scenario No.: 3-20-0198-035A

Scenario Title: NSWC Annapolis

Date: 1600 EST, 22 December 1994

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE SCENARIO:

"Close NSWC Det Annapolis and Special Areas (Nike Site). Consolidate the majority of the
Machinery R&D functions at NSWC-Philadelphia and at other NSWC Carderock sites as
appropriate. Relocate/Replicate, as fiscally prudent and appropriate, those specialized
capabilities and facilities now only available at NSWC Annapolis.”

IMPACT STATEMENT:

The scenario 3-20-0198-035 as presented by the BSAT is impractical to implement. As per
the BRAC 95 instructions, the NAVSEASYSCOM is providing a recommended alternative which still
closes NSWC Det Annapolis, but is significantly different from the "baseline scenario”. The
"baseline scenario' creates significant eliminations in overall US Navy critical capabilities (i.e.
vertical mission reductions). This scenario relocates seven facilities from Annapolis (see pages 7
and 8) which were not relocated in the baseline scenario 3-20-0198-35 and therefore retains
many of the Mission Essential Machinery RDT&E capabilities within the U.S. Navy Force
Structure while reducing overall Navy Infrastructure costs. The alternative scenario however, does
result in some lost capabilities and will adversely impact the ability of the U.S. Navy to meet selected
requirements.

Scenario 3-20-0198-035A, as in Scenario 3-20-0198-035, provides for the closure of
"...special areas (NIKE Site)." The Intermediate Fire Research equipment will relocate from the Nike
site, without the personnel, to NRL Chesapeake Beach Detachment. The Sea Survival/Life Saving,
Sytems will be moved to the NSWC Philadelphia site, and the remaining
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Materials Research testfacilities(funetionally realigned under BRAC 91 to the NSWC
Carderock site) will be moved to the Cardereck site.

e
A. Annapolis Site Closure Impact Assessment:

Facilities at NSWC Annapolis Site have been developed to serve unique aspects of
Research and Development. In particular, these facilities are capable of controlling machinery
operating parameters independently and maintaining them over extended periods of time, as
well as varying them over the entire range. Th& ch;g_eggmgcs are not available in the
majority of In-Service Engineering (ISE) facilities at NSWC Philadelphia. In many cases
they cawmmgan, but are essential to the R&D function of
defining the performance of developmental €quipment and verifying analytical models.
Examples where Philadelphia assets are adequate include Compressed Air, Shock and
Vibration, and Diesel Engine Facilities. In contrast, facilities where augmentation would be_

costly and impractical include Propulsion Line Shaft, Auxiliary Machinery, and Environmental
on-CFC. Facilities that do not exist in any form include Deep Ocean Machinery Simulation,

Magnetic Fields, Submarine Fluid Dynamics, Electric Power, Electric Propulsion, and
Machinery Acoustic Silencing.

In this alternative scenario the closure of the Annapolis Site with the migration of
selected critical staff and mission essential R&D facilities provides for the continuance of the | ,/
majority of the Navy’s capabilities to transform machinery requirements into technical and /\y}ﬁ
procurement specifications (military and commercial), the development of specialized 33:}\\'&7
certification criteria and associated validation of system designs, and the ability to provide /\0%7
acceptance testing of specialized or "one of a kind" full-scale machinery systems. Currently, 0 ﬁf
the Annapolis based Machinery R&D Directorate supports and complements the hull focused o
functions at the NSWC Carderock Site as well as the ISE functions at the NSWC Philadelphia
Site by providing an organic linkage of S&T capabilities with the machinery development,
acquisition, and operational problem resolution processes.

a

This alternative scenario also provides for the migration of 280 technical operations
personnel with their primary Machinery R&D tools. An additional 28 positions will be

allocated from excess capacity at receiving sites.

This scenario also eliminates some critical Machinery R&D capabilities through the loss
of 94 personnel and their RDT&E facilities and/or equipments.

Selected capabilities in Machinery R&D retained in this alternative scenario are defined
below:

* The R&D scientists and engineers remain connected with their special facilities retaining
the ability to integrate the ship systems technologies and components to meet USN
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performance, stealth, and affordability goals, especially in auxiliary and electrical areas characterized
by diverse and often competing functions and multiple equipment suppliers, many of which are small
with minimal laboratory capability and largely non-DoD business base.

* The continued availability of essential R&D facilities sustains the Navy’s ability to cost
effectively explore, specify, validate , and introduce new machinery into advanced submarines
and surface ships as well as advanced surface machinery programs and autonomic ship
initiatives. Some of the more significant facility capability consolidations and/or replications
include:

- NSWC Philadelphia Site:

- Replication of the only full scale submarine shaftline facilities capable of
performing USN required qualification and SUBSAFE certification of thrust
bearings, vibration reducers, and propulsion and emergency shaft seals. These
facilities are also used in the development and validation of active shaftline
vibration control systems.

- Replication and integration of the NSWC Annapolis Site electric drive and
pulse power facilities laboratories into the existing NSWC-Philadelphia
capabilities will reduce risks in the development of affordable propulsion and
propulsion derived power for strike and self-defense weapons (e.g. the electric

gun),

- Replication and integration of electrical power and auxiliary laboratories which
are required for the development of damage tolerant integrated systems and
which reduce manning levels, crew skill requirements, and acquisition/support
COsts.

- The augmentation and replication of the special machinery acoustic silencing
facilities at the NSWC Philadelphia Site for reducing ship and submarine
vulnerability to acoustic detection and ordnance.

- NSWC Carderock Division (White Oak Site):"*** The replication of the truly unique
full scale machinery magnetic signature measurement facility which is used to -
minimize ship and submarine vulnerability to magnetic detection and ordnance. It
should be noted, that if the White Oak site is to be closed, due to the one-of-a kind P
characteristics of the Magnetic Fields Measurement Facility, a replication of this
capability will have to be accommodated elsewhere.

'See Attachment II, DID 08, Questions la, b, c, 2.
’See Attachment II, DJD 010, Questions 3, 4.
3See Attachment II, DJD 025, Question 1.
4See Attachment II, DJD 026, Questions 1, 2.
Annapolis Site UIC 61533

Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 22 Dec 94
1-3R Enclosure (1)




Along with the loss of Annapolis technical personnel, the below capability losses will be

incurred:

*

The ability to conduct land based high pressure acoustic measurements'>** of submarine

ballasting and related piping systems.

The laboratory capability to identify, assess, specify, validate, and direct development
of technologies in the areas of cryogenics,” superconductivity, and power
semiconductors.

The Navy’s laboratory capability to specify and validate combat system and crew
cooling equipment which is responsive to the accelerated worldwide CFC production
ban. Beginning in 1996, the Navy will be using a strategic stockpile of CFC, which
will be depleted rapidly if ships cooling system developments permitting non-
CFC®7#1%1112 refrigerants are delayed or terminated.

!See Attachment II, DJD 07, Question 2.

*See Attachment II, DJD 014, Question 1.
3See ‘Attachment II, DID 015, Question 2.
*See Attachment II, DID 016, Question 1.
*See Attachment II, DJD 014, Question 2.
8See Attachment II, DID 08, Questions 4a, b.
’See Attachment II, DJD 014, Question 3.
8See Attachment II, DJD 016, Question 2.
°See Attachment II, DID 017, Question 1.
See Attachment II, DJD 021, Questions 1, 2.
See Attachment II, DJD 023, Questions 1, 2, 3, 4.

12See Attachment II, DJD 024, Question 1.
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The loss of near-term availability of the Deep Ocean Vehicle Simulation Facility'***
(as a result of it being moth balled) to validate the performance and safety of
operating machinery and small manned submersibles.

"Moth balling"” is defined herein as the status between the NAVFAC P-164 (Detailed
Inventory of Naval Shore Facilities) terms of "standby” and "abandon", i.e. "reserve’ status.

In addition to the technical issues on the closure of the NSWC Annapolis Detachment,

the non-technical impacts include:®

*

B

The elimination of the potable water”® supply for the North Severn Navy housing for
the Annapolis Naval Station

The relocation of the tenancy of the Joint Spectrum Center Headquarters®!® (a non-
DoN Command with the Air Force serving as the Executive Agent for the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, until FY96 when DISA becomes the Executive Agent)

The elimination of a long term synergistic relationship with the U.S. Naval Academy
faculty and midshipmen.

The elimination of the fuel storage and refueling'' site for the Naval Academy’s Yard
Patrol craft.

. Special Site (NIKE Site) Closure Impact Assessment:

The closure of the Special Area (NIKE Site) has little relationship to the first portion

'See Attachment II, DJD 04, Questions 1, 2, 3, 4, 5.
*See Attachment II, DJD 07, Question 1.

See Attachment II, DJD 011, Question 3.

*See Attachment II, DJD 015, Questions la, b.

5See Attachment II, DJD 04, Question 3.

®See Attachment II, DJD 010, Questions 1, 2.

’See Attachment II, DJD 07, Question 3a.

8See Attachment II, DID 011, Question 2.

°See Attachment II, DJID 02, Question 2.

%See Attachment IT, DJD 04, Question 6.

1See Attachment II, DID 07, Questions 3b, c.
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of this scenario. The BRAC 91 actions provided for the migration of the functional
responsibilities for the majority of the facilities residing at this special site to the NSWC
Carderock Site, i.e., the migration of the Materials R&D functions. The personnel located at
the site and the supporting scientists and engineers are all included in the Carderock Site
manning, per the BRAC 91 actions and the BRAC 95 guidance.

The specialty facilities located at the Special Site (NIKE Site) that do not have any
industrial or other US Navy counterparts include:

* Thermal Spray for machinery element restoration, which is used for the development
and modification of processes, procedures, and materials for reducing Fleet
maintenance costs and increasing Fleet readiness through lower maintenance and
down-times on machinery related systems.

* Polyurethane processing for the prototyping and producibility of unusual and complex
compounds and/or fixtures.

* Reactive Metal Spray Forming, which is used to utilize less expensive titanium and
other metal alloys for near net shape machinery components.

Due to the non-availability of equivalent facilities and the BRAC 91 directed actions,
this scenario requires these capabilities be reconstituted at Carderock. Other identified
required facility realignments include:

* Sea Survival / Life Saving Systems - exist to investigate, identify, and correct the
causes of product failures and poor operational performance in the area of sea safety
equipment. Organized in direct response to requests from NAVSEA in order to curb
sea safety equipment problems, the group works closely with materials engineers, as
well as the FBI and Navy investigators, to ensure that sea safety equipment will
function properly and effectively when it is needed.

* Intermediate Scale Fire Testing'” - established in 1983 by the CNO Executive Board
to conduct small & intermediate scale fire research in order to save lives and reduce
the damage caused by fire. Fire is as prevalent during peacetime as it is during war.
Passive fire safety, preventing the start and spread of the fire, is a prime concern of
this group. The synergy between their work and the progress of material technology
greatly assists their progress. As organic composite materials are introduced aboard
ships and submarines, the resistance to and performance in fire conditions is a key
factor in the suitability decisions regarding the use of these materials.

The Sea Survival/Life Saving Systems will be moved to the NSWC Philadelphia site
and the Intermediate Scale Fire Testing, without the personnel, will be moved to the NRL
Chesapeake Bay facility.

'See Attachment II, DJD 03, Question 2.
’See Attachment II, DID 09, Questions 2a, b.
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Table 1-B: Point of Contact Information. Please identify a knowledgeable point of contact
familiar with the information relating to this closure/realignment scenario whom the BSAT
can contact to answer any questions or to provide additional information as required. This
point of contact must also be familiar with the location and name of the person responsible
for maintaining any supporting documentation relating to this data call response.

Name: CDR L. R. Walker, USN

Organization/Code: OIC, NSWC-Annapolis, Code 003

Office Phone 410-293-2536 (DSN: 281-2536)
Number:

Fax Number: 410-293-2638 (DSN: 281-2638)
Home Phone 410-757-0449

Number:

Table 1-C: Losing/Gaining Bases Involved in Scenario. Complete the table on the next
page to identify "bases" involved in the closure/realignment scenario. Note that the term
"Losing Base'' refers to host activities, independent activities or other activities specifically
identified in the Scenario Development Data Call tasking which are being reduced in size, i.e.,
closing or being realigned. The term ''Gaining Base' refers to host or independent activities
which will be receiving sites for functions/personnel transferred from losing base(s). For
example, a losing base is the activity referred to in the data call tasking, i.e., a Naval Station,
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Table 1-C: Losing/Gaining Bases Involved in Scenario. Complete the table on the next
page to identify "bases" involved in the closure/realignment scenario. Note that the term
"Losing Base' refers to host activities, independent activities or other activities specifically
identified in the Scenario Development Data Call tasking which are being reduced in size,
i.e., closing or being realigned. The term '"'Gaining Base'' refers to host or independent
activities which will be receiving sites for functions/personnel transferred from losing base(s).
For example, a losing base is the activity referred to in the data call tasking, i.e., a Naval
Station,Hospital, etc. Individual tenants should not be separately listed on this table, e.g.,
Branch Medical Clinic, Personnel Support Detachment, etc. Individual tenants will, however,
be specifically identified in subsequent tables in the data call. The third column of the table
should be used to identity relevant information regarding workload/missions to be transferred.
For example, entries in this column should be short phrases such as, "missile workload",
"ships", "F-14 squadrons", "tenants", etc., or to provide other clarifying information. This
third column need only be completed to identify major components of the closure/realignment
scenario, and should not be used to list all tenant names, etc.

Table 1-C: Losing/Gaining Bases Involved in Scenario

Losing Base(s) Gaining Base(s) Workload/Missions
Transferring
NSWC- Annapolis/Nike NSWC-Philadelphia Sea Survival/Life Saving Sys,

Machinery R&D, Systems

Integration and Acquisition

Support including Machinery
Acoustic Silencing

(See Attached Table for description of
relocated facilities)

NSWC- Annapolis NSWC-Carderock Information Systems R&D"
NSWC-Annapolis/Nike Site NSWC-Carderock Materials & Processing: Thermal Spray;
(BRAC 91 Function Realignment To Polyurethane Processor; & Reactive
Carderock) Metals Spray Forming Facilities
NSWC-Annapolis NSWC-White Oak Electromagnetic Signatures and

Silencing Systems
(See Attached Table for description of
relocated facilities)®

NSWC-Annapolis/Nike Site Naval Research Laboratory Intermediate-Scale Fire Testing®
Chesapeake Beach Detachment

NSWC-Annapolis Annapolis, MD-Leased Space Joint Spectrum Center*

Note: If an activity/function will be relocated into leased office space, please note this fact
under the column, Gaining Base, e.g., "Washington, DC - Leased Space".

'See Attachment II, DJD 08, Questions 3a, b.
*See Attachment II, DJD 08, 010, 023, 026.
*See Attachment II, DJD 03, 009.
*See Attachment II, DJD 02, 004.
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Table 1

Seven Major Facilities Relocated from Annapolis

Facility Name

One-Time
Unique Move

Advanced Shipboard Auxiliary
Machinery Facility

$22M

Receiving Site

Philadelphia

Description / Rationale

Cost
w —— —

Laboratories, test bays and equipment for conduct of R&D, integration, and
experimental test and evaluation on compressed air systems, heat exchangers,
ventilation systems, fluid systems, piping, valves, hydraulic steering and diving
systems, fresh water production, and composite machinery for surface ships and
submarines. // Retains critical technical capability rated highest in value at
Annapolis.

Electric Power Technology Facility

$3.0M

Philadelphia

Laboratories, test bays, simulation equipment, multiple interconnected clectrical
power sources, loads and transmission equipment for conduct of R&D, integration
and experimental test and evaluation of surface ship, submarine, and aircraft carrier
electric power generation, conversion, and distribution systems and equipment, and
solid state power device R&D. // Retains the critical test capability rated second in
value at Annapolis.

Advance Electric Propulsion
Development Facility

$2.3M

Philadelphia

Laboratory, test bay, and equipment to allow R&D and experimental evaluation of
full scale and subscale electric propulsion components and systems up to 3000
horsepower. Includes prime movers, loads, support equipment, and experimental
motors and generators. //  Retains critical propulsion R&D capability and
complements planned full scale electric drive systems testing in Philadelphia.

Pulsed Power Facility

$2.0M

Philadelphia

Experimental facility including staging and assembly area, prime power and fuel
sysiem, high voiiage grounding grid, electromagnetic interference shielding, pulse
forming networks, transmission lines and power conditioning for R&D and
experimental testing and integration of pulsed power electrical sources for future
weapons systems. // Continue Navy’s only integral capability to conduct R&D for
future weapons sysiems powering.
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Facility Name One-Time
Unique Move
Cost

Receiving Site

Description // Rationale

Advanced Propulsion Machinery Facility $10.0M

Philadelphia

Consists of a full scale submarine shaftline, full scale submarine shaft seal test
facility, and a full scale composite shaft tracer/bending facility including
instrumentation, controls and required cooling, lubrication, and other services. //
Allows retention of a unique Navy capability to conduct full scale submarine
shaftline component and system R&D and qualification/certification.

Machinery Acoustics Silencing Facility $4.9M

Philadelphia

An R&D facility consisting of three cells for reduction of submarine machinery
acoustic noise from fans, pumps, compressors, motors, hydraulics, and other
machinery components. Includes acoustic wall treatment, massive seismicly isolated
floor, specialized low noise support systems, instrumentation, resilient mount
laboratory, and many low noise prototype components. // Retains the Navy’s only
integral capability to conduct R&D, evaluate, specify, and certify machinery acoustic

performance in a land based facility, thus avoiding the prohibitive cost of doing so at
sea.

Magnetic Fields Laboratory' $5.0M

White Oak

A very specialized facility including a totally non-magnetic four story building
equipped for operation of full scale minesweeper machinery and measurement of its
acoustic signature as well as that of large scale models of submarines and surface
ships. The capability of simuylating ambient magnetic conditions of any location on
Earth is included. // Retains the only existing critical capability to measure and
certify the magnetic signature of minesweeper machinery.

ISee Attachment II, DJD 08, 010.
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Intermediate-Scale Fire T«sting1 to the Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, DC, where this

ill place at one activity all non-laboratory fire testing functions, which can be conducted at NRL,

aesapeake Beach Detachment. The existing fire testing facilities at NRL do not duplicate and are not
adequate for the intermediate-scale fire testing work indentified in this scenario response. The Fire
Research Enclosure (Fire 1), located at the Chesapeake Beach Detachment, NRL) and the ex-USS
SHADWELL (located at Mobile, AL) are extremely large-scale custom-built, and specialized facilities
dedicated to validate and certify full-scale ship fire scenarios for active and passive fire protection systems.
The other facilities at NRL are large-scale burn chambers, which are not suitable to perform intermediate
scale fire testing without modification. However, these burn chambers are necessary in their present
configurations to meet existing Navy requirements. The other facilities at the Chesapeake Beach site are
primarily open building spaces, which do not contain the specialized intermediate-scale equipments being
transferred from NSWC, Carderock Division, Special Area (NIKE Site) as identified in the Scenario
response. This specialized equipment includes: a room-sized calorimeter, a large-scale customized variable
heat rise furnace, and two intermediate scale burn chambers containing accessories, controls and associated
instrumentation need to operate them. The unused building space at NRL/CBD can be modified to house
the aforementioned specialized equipment, that is necessary to execute the Intermediate-scale fire testing
function/requirement. The intermediate-scale fire testing is a cost-effective means to screen and select fire
protection system alternatives, which are then validated and certified with associated higher test costs in the
full-scale NRL facilities (Fire-1 and ex-USS SHADWELL).

Sea Survival/Life Saving Systems to NSWC, Philadelphia, where the T&E and ISE of sea
survival/life saving equipment can be conducted in conjunction with damage control/CBR protection
function in place at the Philadelphia site.

Elements of Materials & Processing to NSWC, Carderock, which includes the thermal spray,
polyurethane processing, and reactive metal spray forming facilities, would be colocated with the existing
Materials & Processing function in the Ship Materials Technology Facility (BRAC-91 action) at the NSWC,

Carderock Site.

Information Systems R&D? capability to NSWC-Carderock consisting of a computer complex and
personnel physically residing at the Carderock site, but assigned to the Annapolis site Machinery R&D
Directorate.

Joint Spectrum Center’ is a tenant at the NSWC Annapolis Site. None of the employees are
associated with the NSWC Annapolis Site functions.

I1See Attachment II, DJD 03, 009.
2See Attachment II, DID 08.

3See Attachment II, DID 02, 04.
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BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL
Enclosure (2) - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS

Complete a separate Enclosure (2) - Losing Base Questions for each "losing' base
involved in the closure/realignment scenario. Make additional copies of this enclosure as
necessary. Tables included in this enclosure are 2-A, 2-B, 2-C, 2-D, 2-E, and 2-F. Enter the
Losing Base name in the block below:

Losing Base: NSWC-Annapolis

The first five tables in this enclosure will be used to identify the movement and/or
elimination of military billets and civilian positions. Data entered in Tables 2-B and 2-C will
be transferred to Table 2-D and will be used to reconcile manpower totals at the losing base.
The entire losing base workforce as shown on the annotated copy of the Base Loading Data
Attachment must be accounted for in the Table 2-D reconciliation.

General Note on Tables 2-A and 2-B. A separate copy of both of these two tables must
be completed for each pair of activities between which transfers of personnel, equipment
or vehicles will occur. That is, a single enclosure (1) response may require multiple copies
of tables 2-A and 2-B. For example, if the scenario involves the closure of NAVSTA A and
relocation of personnel to NAVSTA B and NAVSTA C, then two tables will be completed,
one for transfers from NAVSTA A to NAVSTA B and one for transfers from NAVSTA A to
NAVSTA C. Note that for purposes of completing these tables, Losing Bases and Gaining
Bases are defined as a host activity, independent activity or other activity specifically
identified in the data call tasking. Separate tables will not be prepared for individual tenant
activities, instead, tenant numbers will be incorporated into the table for the Losing Base. Be
certain to identify the name of both the gaining and losing base. Make additional copies of
these two tables as necessary.

Table 2-A: Disposition of Personnel - Detail Data. Please review the Base Loading Data

Attachment and annotate any corrections, as necessary. Using the data contained in the Base
Loading Data Attachment, complete the table on the next page. For both the host and tenant
activities, identify, by UIC, the number of billets/positions being relocated to the identified
receiving site. Each UIC shown as a separate line on the Base Loading Data Attachment
must be separately listed in Table 2-A. Drilling reservists will not be included in officer and
enlisted billet fields. Military students must be separately distinguished from officer and
enlisted billets in COBRA. The Base Loading Data Attachment includes an identification of
military students. Annotate the Base Loading Data Attachment to identify any additional
students not currently shown, and include these corrected numbers in Table 2-A. Numbers of
students are expressed as the estimated "Average On-Board" (AOB) which would be trained at
the losing base in FY 2001 if a closure/realignment did not occur. Non-DON tenants must
also be reviewed and a determination made as to whether the organization will be relocated.
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Relocating non-DON tenants must be included in the number of billets/positions identified as
being transferred (and manpower totals adjusted accordingly). Disposition of tenant and
reserve activities must be adequately coordinated.
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Table 2-A(1): Disposition of Personnel - Detail Data

I From Losing Base: NSWC-Annapolis
= |
l To Gaining Base: NSWC-Philadelphia

61533 NSWC-Annapolis Officer 0
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian 107 140 14 0 0 0 261

Mil Stu

Table 2-B: Disposition of Personnel and Equipment - Summary. Complete the table on
the next page to summarize the transfer of equipment and personnel. Personnel numbers

must match summary data shown in Table 2-A. Remember that, as with Table 2-A, a

separate Table 2-B must be completed for each combination of losing/gaining bases. The
following explanatory information is provided.

a. Disposition of Personnel. Transfer the summary relocation data shown at the
bottom of the corresponding Table 2-A.

b. Disposition of Equipment. Identify the transfer of equipment and vehicles from
one activity to another. Do not include equipment which will be excessed. The following

explanatory notes are provided:

Mission and Support Equipment: The terms "Mission” and "Support” are
provided as broad general terms to distinguish between the types of equipment which will be
shipped. In terms of the COBRA moving algorithms, whether equipment is listed under
"Mission" or "Support” is irrelevant. Consequently, more attention should be given to
identifying the total number of tons which will need to be shipped, rather than spending too
much time refining the breakout of mission vs. support equipment. Note that these figures
should not include administrative equipment, which is already included in COBRA algorithms
at the rate of 710 pounds per military billet or civilian position being relocated.
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Light Vehicles: Light vehicles are defined as vehicles that will be driven to the
new location.

Heavy Vehicles: Heavy vehicles are defined as vehicles which will be shipped to
the new location.

Remember to complete the "Supporting Data" section which immediately follows the table.

Annapolis Site UIC 61533
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Table 2-B: Disposition of Personnel and Equipment - Summary.!- l

Table 2-B(1): Disposition of Personnel and Equipment - Summary

From Losing Base: NSWC-Annapolis
To Gaining Base: NSWC-Philadelphia

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 I Total |
Officer Billets 0
Enlisted Billets 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian 107 140 14 0 o 0 261
Positions
Military 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Students
Tons of 290 910 330 0 0 0 1530
Mission
Equipment
Tons of 40 53 5 0 0 0 98
Support
Equipment
Number of 0 0 0 0 0] 0 0
Light Vehicles
Number of 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Heavy
Vehicles

I1See Attachment II, DJD 011, Question 1.
2See Attachment II, DJD 022, Questions 1, 2.
Annapolis Site UIC 61533

enario 3-20-0198-035A 12 Dec 1994 |
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Type of Equipment/Vehicles

Individual support equipment (97 tons)

Sea Survival/Life Saving Equipment (1 ton)

Advanced Propulsion Machinery Facility

Advanced Shipboard Auxiliary Machinery
and Pulsed Power Facilities

Advanced Electric Propulsion Development

Facility and Electric Power Technology Lab

‘Machinery Acoustic Silencing Laboratory

Annapolis Site
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A

Rationale for Relocating

Support equipment includes equipment
each person uses in the course of their new
job, such as computers, printers, books,
reference documents, etc. It is calculated
using an estimate of 750 1bs/person.

Provides assurance of specification
compliance, modification/alteration to
correct fleet deficiencies, QPL
testing/certification, evaluates commercial
equipment, and develops new marine
equipment. Loss of capability results in
reduced safety for sailors/marines and
increased risk for loss of life.

(see attached narrative)

(see attached narrative)

(see attached narrative)

(see attached narrative)
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JUSTIFICATION FOR THE RELOCATION OF THE ADVANCED PROPULSION
MACHINERY FACILITY FROM ANNAPOLIS SITE TO PHILADELPHIA SITE

Value/Benefit to Navy DoD.  Propulsion machinery system are the engines (non-nuclear),
reduction gears, shafting, bearings and associated components which provide mobility, range,
and endurance to surface ships, submarines and craft. These systems have a very large impact
on ship readiness, sustainability, signatures, energy consumption, potential for water/air
pollution, and cost. For example, on surface ships propulsion machinery systems account for
about 25% of acquisition cost, 20% of maintenance, and 30% of crew manpower. This
technical capability supports the Joint Mission Areas of strike, littoral, strategic deterrence,
strategic/sealift, protection, and forward presence. The Navy gains significant benefits from
this technical capability with "smart" buying of propulsion machinery because of the impact
on mission performance, cost, and crew skills and size.

Propulsion machinery systems are typically competitively procured as contractor furnished
equipment by the shipbuilder and are a collection of components from a number of
manufacturers. There is little standardization or system level engineering capability within
industry and virtually no facilities for concept and equipment evaluation and certification.

For propulsion machinery systems, the Navy establishes technical requirements, assesses
and directs technology development, certifies and validates hardware, and provides support
through the equipment life cycle. This technical capability provides the facilities, experience,
and knowledge base to establish and validate technical requirements to assure "smart"
acquisitions, affordable operations and maintenance, and on-going problem resolution/system
upgrade capabilities. The knowledge base contributes to establishing Navy program priorities
and policies. _

Statistics. Science & Technology (4 DWY); Acquisition Engineering (25 DWY) for a total of
29 DWY’s.

Cumulative Experience Base. This capability has 25 Scientists, Engineers and technicians
with a cumulative experience base of greater than 400 years at Annapolis.

Facilities and Equipment. Advanced Propulsion Machinery Facility; Engine Development
Laboratory; Shaftline Facility; Composite Shaft; Shaft Seal;and Thrust Bearings.

Navy/DoD Imperatives. This capability ensures that ships and ship systems can be designed,
constructed, safely operated and maintained with the best and most suitable shipboard
propulsion machinery systems and components to achieve efficiency, weight & volume,
power, signature, survivability and affordability (acquisition and life cycle) performance goals
of the Navy. This site provides the Navy with Scientists and Engineers that are not

Annapolis Site UIC 61533
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influenced by proprietary or profit motives to improve, integrate and evaluate ship propulsion
machinery systems.

Future Requirements. Intercooled and Recouperated LM2500 (ICR) Lead ship SSN-21 Sea
Trial Support; SSN-688 Improved Shaft Seal; NSSN. New more efficient, affordable
propulsion machinery systems and equipments to meet Navy requirements for reduced cost,
increased combat readiness, and sustainability on 21st century Navy ships and submarines
with smaller crews and platforms with limited infrastructure support.

Inherently Government Functions. (1) A "Smart Buyer" capability by providing the RDT&E
necessary to transform Navy requirements into technical/procurement specifications (military
and commercial), certification criteria and validation of designs for integrated naval
propulsion machinery systems and components for the fleet; (2) Rapid response to operational
problems; (3) Ensure technological superiority and avoid technological surprise by translating
new technologies and rapidly changing threats to system change; and (4) Objective/unbiased
direction, evaluation, and monitoring of contractors. These efforts are categorized as: 3%
Sponsor, 76% Conduct, and 21% Appraise.

Customers. Major customers of this site in FY93 were NAVSEA, ONR, and Other Navy.

Alternatives. No other activity currently provides this Machinery R&D. Systems Integration
and Acquisition Support capability for shipboard propulsion machinery systems and
components. Parts of this technical capability exist at commercial activities, but currently
there is no single source that can provide the propulsion machinery systems integration
expertise coupled with the critical facilities required to develop, design, assess and specify
naval shipboard propulsion machinery systems to meet the stringent requirements for 21st
century ships and submarines.

Annapolis Site UIC 61533
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JUSTIFICATION FOR THE RELOCATION OF ADVANCED SHIPBOARD
AUXILIARY MACHINERY FACILITY AND PULSE POWER FACILITY FROM
ANNAPOLIS SITE TO PHILADELPHIA SITE

Value/Benefit to Navy DoD. This Annapolis Site technical capability ensures that the Navy
will continue to have the best ships and submarines in the world powered by the best HM&E
Systems in the world. Technical work in auxiliary machinery systems focuses on the
development and specification of affordable shipboard systems and components with enhanced
performance and efficiency attributes. Full spectrum shipboard auxiliary machinery R&D,
systems integration and acquisition support capabilities provide the critical expertise and
facilities which are integrated with other HM&E technical capabilities (Propulsion Machinery
and Electrical Machinery) at the Annapolis Site to meet demanding Navy requirements for
reduced costs, and increased combat readiness and sustainability. As an example, the loss of
the Annapolis Site would compromise the ability to integrate emerging mechanical and
electrical technologies into cost-effective developments such as the Affordability Through
Commonality and the Advanced Surface Machinery Programs; the Standard Machinery
Control System; auxiliary elements of the Autonomic Ship; and the Electrothermal Gun.
Annapolis facilities and expertise also ensure SUBSAFE machinery including seawater piping
and components, and hydraulic steering and diving systems, and are integral to the
development of affordable future pulsed-power strike and self-defense systems which exploit
installed ship power such as the electric gun in a combined Dahlgren-Annapolis program.

Statistics. Science & Technology (10 DWY); Acquisition Engineering (98 DWY) for a total
of 108 DWY’s.

Cumulative Experience Base. This capability has 104 Scientists, Engineers and technicians
and a cumulative experience base of greater than 2000 years at Annapolis.

Facilities and Equipment. Advanced Shipboard Auxiliary Machinery Facility; Fiber Optic
Sensor Technology Laboratory; and Pulsed Power Systems Facility.

Navy/DoD Imperatives. Auxiliary machinery systems are essential elements in Naval
missions. This technical capability certifies and validates the technical standards that allows
ships to operate in all climates, remain at sea for extended periods, operate damaged when
needed and maintain crew safety. Auxiliary machinery and pulse power are key elements in
the full spectrum mission of the Carderock Division of the NSWC. This technical capability
is the Navy’s source of expertise and is required for other NSWC technical capabilities:
Stealth, Propulsion, Electrical, Hull & Deck Machinery Systems Componenets, Hull Forms &
Propulsors, Small Surface & Undersea Vehicles, Environmental Quality Science & Systems,
Mine Warfare Systems, Amphibious Warfare Systems, Deep Ocean Technology, and
Machinery Monitoring and Control. This site provides the Navy with Scientists and
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Engineers that are not influenced by proprietary or profit motives to improve, integrate and
evaluate ship/submarine auxiliary machinery systems. This capability allows the Navy to
purchase new technology and systems as a "smart buyer" and to make system level decisions
on affordable operation and maintenance policy which directly influences readiness.

Future Requirements. Lead ship SSN-21 Sea Trial Support; NSSN; DDG-51 Flight II, LPD-
17, Next Generation Surface Combatant. This capability is vital to the Navy of the future
which demands auxiliary systems that will operate longer with less maintenance and
downtime, meet strict technical guidelines, fulfill budget and manning reductions and
effectively counter and contain threats that new and deadly weapons pose to the fleet. The
substantial investment that auxility machinery systems and components represent over a ships
life cycle (14% by weight, 23% by cost and 30% of total maintenance hours) is compelling
reason for maintenance of an organic auxiliary machinery systems technical capability.

Inherently Government Functions. (1) A "Smart Buyer" capability by providing the RDT&E
necessary to transform Navy requirements into technical/procurement specifications (military
and commercial), certification criteria and validation of designs for integrated naval
propulsion machinery systems and components for the fleet; (2) Rapid response to operational
problems including in times of military crisis (technical analysis and fitness for purpose
assessment of vital/critical ship systems); (3) Ensure technological superiority and avoid
technological surprise by translating new technologies and rapidly changing threats to system
change; and (4) Objective/unbiased direction, evaluation, and monitoring of contractors.
These efforts are categorized as: 21% Sponsor, 66% Conduct, and 13% Appraise.

Customers. Major customers of this site in FY93 were NAVSEA, ONR, and Other Navy.

Alternatives. No other activity currently provides the Machinery R&D, Systems Integration

and Acquisition Support capability for shipboard auxiliary machinery systems and
components. Parts of this technical capability exist at commercial activities, but currently

there is no single source that can provide the auxiliary machinery systems/components
integration expertise and the critical facilities required to develop, design, assess and specify
naval shipboard auxiliary machinery systems to meet the stringent requirements for 21st
century ships and submarines.
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JUSTIFICATION FOR THE RELOCATION OF THE ADVANCED ELECTRIC
PROPULSION DEVELOPMENT FACILITY AND THE ELECTRIC POWER
TECHNOLOGY LABORATORY FROM THE ANNAPOLS SITE TO THE

PHILADELPHIA SITE

Value/benefit to Navy DoD. Advanced technology such as superconducting and permanent
magnet electric drive and integrated power systems will provide ship architectural advantages,
improved commonality of system elements will reduce logistic support burden, intelligent
distribution systems will enhance passive survivability, improved warfighting will result from
assuring continuity of energy supply to combat systems, and improved energy efficiency will
result from deriving electric power from propulsion engines and/or fuel cells. This
technology will be required to meet platform affordability, survivability, mobility, and
performance. The Annapolis Site provides a unique combination of facilities and expertise to
conduct research and development, experimental evaluations and simulations for electrical
machinery systems and components in support of the Navy, other DOD components, and the
Maritime Industry. The functions carried out under this technical capability are inherently
governmental in that work includes exploration and development of new concepts, validation
of technical requirements, assessment of feasibility and practicality of proposed solutions,
development of systems level solutions and transition of DOD technology to the private
sector. This forms the basis for being the Navy’s expert for electrical machinery and gives
the Navy the ability to make smart acquisition decisions.

Statistics. Science & Technology (63 DWY); Acquition Engineering (25 DWY) for a total of
88 DWY.

Cumulative Experience Base. 82 Scientists Engineers and Technicians with an experence base
of 1700 years.

Facilities. Advanced Electric Propulsion Development Facility; Electric Power Technology
Facility.

Navy/DoD Imperatives. The Annapolis Site is pursuing congressionally-mandated
developments in circuit breakers and MHD. The unique combination of expertise and
facilities are used by both DOD and others for critical developments such as the S9G electric
plant for NSSN, the Integrated Power System for SC-21,as well as support for SEAWOLF
and AEGIS ship construction programs and developments for in service fleet assets. This
capability assures that ships and ship systems can be designed constructed, operated, and
maintained with the best and most suitable electrical machinery and components to achieve
efficiency, size, power, signature, and affordability (acquisition and life cycle) performance
goals of the Navy. This site provides the Navy with scientists and engineers that are not
influenced by proprietary or profit motives to improve, integrate, and evaluate ship/submarine

Annapolis Site UIC 61533
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 6 Dec 1994
2-12R Enclosure (2)




BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL
Enclosure (2) - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS

electrical machinery systems. Under "Project Reliance,” the Annapolis Site is pursuing
cooperative development ($31M Navy contract) of advanced power semiconductor devices
and applications with the Air Force, NASA, Army, ARPA, and the Electrical Power Research
institute. Initiatives in electric propulsion include joint efforts with shipyards and key
industrial suppliers. Cooperative efforts in the areas of superconducting magnets,

magnetic energy storage, advanced circuit breakers, permanent magnet rnotors, and new power
converter topologies are being pursued at the Annapolis Site, and Data Exchange Agreements
with foreign Navies (MWDDEA-N-83-G-4233) are actively utilized.

Future Requirements. New reduced weight,volume, and cost electric power machinery
systems will be required to meet the Navy's requirements for affordable, combat damage-
tolerant, and efficient 21st century fleet assets with smaller crews and limited infrastructure
support. The Navy will also require technical leadership in advanced power technologies
which are even now being applied to mine sweeping and ultra high power sonar systems.

Inherently Governmental Functions. The tasks of establishing, certifying, and validating
system performance is supported by a broad array of capabilities including full-scale testing
of ship electric power machinery, rapid-prototyping of system conceptual designs, component
fabrication technology, and simulation-based extrapolation of test results to predict
performance of alternative designs and emerging technologies. Specific support services
offered by the Annapolis Site with respect to electrical machinery include: (a) development
of flexible, integrated electrical machinery systems to accommodate advanced hull forms,
propulsor techniques, power sources and performance requirements, (b) maximum utilization
of affordable commercial components and transfer of military technology to the industrial
manufacturing sector, and to other governmental agencies, and (¢) performance analysis of
electrical machinery systems and components.

Customers. Primary customers are ONR and NAVSEA, secondary sources include NAVAIR, -
ARPA, MSC, DNA, private industry and shipyards along with cooperative research with Tri-

Services/NASA.

Alternatives. No other activity provides the full spectrum machinery R&D, systems
integration support capability for shipboard electrical machinery systems and components.
Complete loss of facilities would likely result in a long term loss of technical expertise
derived from hands-on experimentation with emerging technology and complicated systems.
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JUSTIFICATION FOR THE RELOCATION OF THE MACHINERY ACOUSTIC
SILENCING LABORATORY FROM THE ANNAPOLIS SITE TO THE
PHILADELPHIA SITE

Value/Benefit to Navy DoD. This Carderock Division technical capability ensures the stealth
of current and future Navy ships. Responding to Naval Operational Requirements, machinery
silencing products and system designs are conceived, developed and brought to fleet
implementation to ensure that all Navy ships cost effectively meet operational acoustic
signature objectives. The staff of scientists and engineers at the Annapolis Site is highly
educated and experienced in all aspects of propulsion and auxiliary machinery acoustics.
Supported by an extensive collection of machinery acoustic performance data and world class
facilities for acoustic evaluation of full scale machinery components at actual shipboard
operating conditions, this group conducts R&D producing silencing innovations for applicaton
in our most advanced operational and new-design surface ships and submarines. Machinery
silencing innovations continue to be a key to achievement of stringent acoustic stealth
objectives, with emphasis on affordability.

Statistics. Science & Technology (6 DWY); Acquisition Engineering (41 DWY) for a total of
47 DWY’s. ’

Cumulative Experience Base. This capability has 53 Scientists, Engineers and Technicians
with 47 DWYs and a cumulative experience base of greater than 1400 vears at Annapolis.

Facilities and Equipment. Our major, world class facilities, including the Machinery
Acoustics Silencing Laboratory, provide the Navy’s only capability to conduct R&D using full
scale prototypes installed in air, gas, ventilation, fresh water, sea water, and oil systems which
duplicate the full range of submarine and surface ship system steady state and transient
operating conditions and parameters.

Navy/DoD Imperatives. The Annapolis Site has been tasked to provide the necessary
machinery acoustic silencing technology and hardware to help ensure that our Navy’s
submarines and surface ships meet current and future acoustic operational requirements.
Machinery system silencing platform design support is provided and silencing products are
conceived, developed and implemented in the fleet to ensure that all Navy ships meet
operational acoustic goals and requirements.

Future Requirements. New more cost effective machinery silencing technology and hardware
to meet Navy operational requirements for both deep ocean, littoral and special warfare

scenarios. Both nuclear and diesel foreign submarines, and mines will continue to impose an
acoustic threat. Our Navy must remain acoustically superior to effectively meet these threats.
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Specific support will be required to meet NSSN design requirements and to support post lead
ship machinery acoustic issues.

Inherently Government Functions. Advising NAVSEA and PEO organizations on machinery
acoustic design and development, and on submarine and surface ship acoustic design,
construction and improvement issues is a uniquely Governmental "smart buyer", appraisal
function performed by the Annapolis Site based on the perspective gained from conduct of
current R&D tasks and on extensive experience of personnel. Specifications for R&D product
implementation, technical guidance, design evaluation and hardware trouble shooting services
are routinely provided to support silencing technology transition from the laboratory to the
fleet. Objective technical support is provided to Navy acquisition managers in oversight of
vendor and shipbuilder contract performance. The Annapolis Site specializes in R&D product
developments that address Navy machinery acoustic stealth requirements which are not
encountered in the commercial sector. Phase III categorized these efforts as: 3% Sponsor,

67% Conduct, and 24% Appraise.

Customers. Major customers of this site in FY93 were NAVSEA, ONR, and Other Navy.

Alternatives. The Annapolis Site is the international leader in Machinery Silencing
Technology. There is no other assembly of experienced technical experts and facilities
capable of developing and assessing the quietness of full-scale machinery at system operating
conditions. For quiet machinery component and acoustic treatment development, other
government and private sites lack the demonstrated, machinery specific Research and
Development capability of the Annapolis Site. No other activity has the experienced
personnel, database and specialized full-scale test facilities necessary to address the full range
of propulsion and auxiliary machinery component and piping system noise issues faced in ship-
and submarine operation and design. Machinery silencing for Navy ships is a unique field

learned by participation and by exchange of ideas within a stable workforce of senior and
junior professionals. At Annapolis, synergistic benefits are realized by development of

solutions to machinery acoustic issues involving both submarines and surface ships and the
full spectrum of machinery component types.
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JUSTIFICATION FOR RELOCATING THE SEA SURVIVAL/LIFE-SAVING
SYSTEMS FUNCTION FROM THE NSWC CARDEROCK DIVISION, ANNAPOLIS
DETACHMENT, SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE) TO NSWC PHILADELPHIA SITE.

Testing, evaluation, and in-service engineering of shipboard life-saving equipment and
sea survival systems are conducted to insure compliance to Navy specifications and standards
for life safety: recommended changes to specifications, drawings, technical manuals and other
related documents pertaining to these equipments are developed; first article and quality
conformance evaluations of life-safety equipment are conducted; Fleet problems are resolved
and modifications/improvements to existing equipment are recommended; the suitability of
nondevelopmental items are evaluated for Navy use; and design changes are recommended as
required. This function also serves as an adjudicating activity in litigation and provides expert
testimony. This type of testing requires environmental chambers, accelerated aging apparatus,
and standard materials testing apparatus. Equipments evaluated include: life preservers, 25-
man inflatable life boats, and other sea rescue equipments. The evaluation of these devices
requires a large temperature/humidity controlled area of approximately 1000 square feet with
a 15-foot wide access. This work encompasses considerable direct interaction with the Fleet
and insures increased levels of safety and reduced risk of loss of life for sailors and marines.
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Table 2-A(2): Disposition of Personnel - Detail Data

I From Losing Base: NSWC-Annapolis l
To Gaining Base:NSWC-Carderock l

] e Jolololol ol =

e S e e ——— - ——————
61533 NSWC- Officer 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

Annapolisl'2

Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Civilian 2 0 0 0 0 0 2

Mil Sw

TOTAL
Enlisted 0 0 C 0 0 0 0
Civilian 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
Mil Stu 0 0 0 ] 0 0 0

1See Attachment II, DJD 011, Question 4.
2See Attachment IT, DJD 018.
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Table 2-B(2): Disposition of Personnel and Equipment - Summary

From Losing Base: NSWC-Annapolis
To Gaining Base: NSWC-Carderock

m 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total
Officer Billets o] (6] (o] 1
Enlisted Billets 0 0 0 0
Civilian Positions 0 0 0 2
Military Students 0 0 0 0
Tons of Mission 0 0 0 30
Equipment
Tons of Support 0 0 0 0
Equipment
Number of Light 0 0 0 0
Vehicles
Number of Heavy 0 0 0 0
Vehicles

Supporting Data for Table 2-B. Use the space below to list the types of Mission
Equipment, Support Equipment, Light Vehicles and Heavy Vehicles identified as required to
be relocated in Table 2-B and the rationale for relocating this equipment. Attach additional

sheets as necessary.

Type of Equipment/Vehicles
Information Systems R&D Functions - None

Ship Materials R&D Facilities
Thermal Spray Facility (2 tons)

Polyurethane Processor (5 tons)

Reactive Metals Spray Forming Facilities
(23 tons)

Annapolis Site
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A

2-18R

Rationale for Relocating

BRAC 91 realigned function to Carderock;
Closure of Nike Site mandates relocation
to Carderock Site.

BRAC 91 realigned function to Carderock;
Closure of Nike Site mandates relocation
to Carderock Site.

BRAC 91 realigned function to Carderock;
Closure of Nike Site mandates relocation
to Carderock Site.

UIC 61533
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Enclcsure (2)




BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL
Enclosure (2) - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS

'STIFICATION FOR RELOCATING THE INFORMATION SYSTEMS! R&D FUNCTION
. ROM ANNAPOLIS SITE TO THE CARDEROCK SITE

The Information systems R&D function develops network concepts and software for machinery control
as well as other types of information transfer and access on a much larger scale. This well supported
capability, with a small computer facility, is already located at the Carderock Site, although Annapolis has
cognizance. No significant cost is involved in the "relocation”.

JUSTIFICATION FOR RELOCATING THE MATERIALS & PROCESSING FACILITIES FROM
NSWC, CARDEROCK DIVISION, ANNAPOLIS DETACHMENT, SPECIAL AREA (NIKE SITE)
TO THE CARDEROCK SITE

The Ship Materials R&D functions were realigned during BRAC 91 to the Carderock Site. The field
test facilities were retained at the Nike Site to minimize costs and associated disruptions. The closure of
the Nike Site directs these critical facilities be moved to the Carderock Site, thereby being co-located with
the remainder of the Materials R&D functions. No personnel realignments are required as they were
included in the BRAC 91 actions.

lSee Attachment II, DJD 08.
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Table 2-A(3): Disposition of Personnel - Detail Data

From Losing Base: NSWC-Annapolis' l

To Gaining Base: NSWC-White Oak

UIC Name Type 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total
_— e |
61533 NSWC-Annapolis Officer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian 8 9 0 0 0 0 17

Mil St

Officer

TOTAL

Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian 8 9 0 0 0 0 17
Mil Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

See Attachment II, DID 08, 010, 025, 026.
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Table 2-B(3): Disposition of Personnel and Equipment - Summary

From Losing Base: NSWC-Annapolis'
To Gaining Base:NSWC-White Oak

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total
Officer Billets 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Enlisted Billets 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian Positions 8 9 0 0 0 0 17
Military Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tons of Mission 0 60 0 0 0 0 60
Equipment
Tons of Support 3 3 0 0 0 0 6
Equipment
Number of Light 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Vehicles
Number of Heavy 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Vehicles

Supporting Data for Table 2-B. Use the space below to list the types of Mission
Equipment, Support Equipment, Light Vehicles and Heavy Vehicles identified as required to
be relocated in Table 2-B and the rationale for relocating this equipment. Attach additional
sheets as necessary.

Type of Equipment/Vehicles Rationale for Relocating

Magnetic Fields Laboratory (60 tons) (see attached narrative)

Individual support equipment(6tons) Enable engineer to function properly at
new site (750 1bf/person)

See Attachment II, DJD 08, 10, 025, 026.
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JUSTIFICATION FOR THE RELOCATION OF MAGNETIC FIELDS LABORATORY
SYSTEM FROM THE ANNAPOLIS SITE TO THE WHITE OAK SITE'

Value/Benefit to Navy DoD. This capability is focused toward the reduction of
electromagnetic field signatures in the frequency range of D.C. through 10 KHz to acceptable
threat levels. Responding to Navy Operational Requirements and Top Level Requirements,
signature and silencing products are conceived, developed and brought to fleet implementation
and ensure that all Navy ships have the lowest possible signatures compatible with the ship’s
mission. The technology is applicable to surface ships, submarines and minesweepers and
includes R&D in addition to test and evaluation of silencing systems and acquisition support.
The loss of the Annapolis site would result in the severe degradation of the Navy’s capability
and corporate memory in submarine electromagnetic silencing and surface ship EM signature
exploratory development.

Statistics. Science & Technology (22 DWY).

Cumulative Experience Base. This capability has 16 Scientists, Engineers and technicians
with a total of 22 DWYs and cumulative experience base of greater than 500 years at
Annapolis. Note that 17 personnel are recommended to move with this capability.

Facilities and Equipment. Magnetic Fields Laboratory (MFL), located in Annapolis MD, is
the measurement complex that provides a magnetically clean environment for accurate
measurement of magnetic fields of full-sized machinery operating under load. This
machinery includes equipment such as motors, generators, bow thruster motors, motor
controllers, etc. for use aboard ships such as minesweepers. The facility will also be
upgraded to accommodate measurement of large-scale physical models of ships such as the
new_attack submarine. These measurements are required in order to support degaussing coil
design and calibration procedures. The MFL is the only facility in the U.S. that can provide
these functions. '

Navy/DoD Imperatives. NSWC has been chartered to provide electromagnetic signature
measurement, analysis and control for surface ships and undersea vehicles. To that end,
NSWC provides an integrated signature reduction program that includes: technical program
management; accountability, validation and certification; signature measurements and
modeling; analysis of results; development of signature-control techniques; ship and ship-
system design; stealth operational guidance and tactics; training of forces ashore and afloat.
Signature and silencing products are conceived, developed, brought to fleet implementation,
and supported to ensure that all Navy ships have the lowest possible vulnerability to
detection, classification and targeting. NSWC'’s in-house expertise ensures that the Navy is a
"smart buyer" of signature-reducing technologies, that solutions are cost-effective, and that
they are compatible with ship missions. Signatures addressed at Annapolis are in
electromagnetics in the D.C. through 10 kHz range.

1See Attachment II, DID 08, 010, 025, 026.
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Future Requirements. Recent Navy experience has demonstrated the dangers of the rapid
proliferation of mines among third-world countries. To minimize the vulnerability of Navy
vehicles to these and similar threats, the Navy must continue to develop improved and
affordable technologies for reducing the electromagnetic signatures of ships.

Inherently Government Functions. NSWC personnel respond to Navy Operational
Requirements and Top-Level Requirements by conceiving, developing and bringing to fleet
implementation signature and silencing products. About 25% of the effort is spent performing
the Sponsor and Appraise functions: the remaining 75% Conduct portion allows NSWC to
maintain an appropriate balance of in-house expertise and out-of-house support.

Customers. Major customers in FY93 included NAVSEA, ONR, PEO-SUB, OPNAYV, CIA,
private industry and other Navy. Programs include joint efforts with other countries under
approved international agreements.

Alternative: Annapolis and White Oak both have technical capability in Electromagnetic
(EM) Signature and Silencing Systems which include facilities and people. This combined
group represents the Navy’s only capability in this inherently Governmental function. Closing
the Annapolis site and not transferring any of the functions will severely impact the Navy’s
EM Signatures and Silencing efforts. We propose to consolidate and relocate all capabilities
including 17 people of the Magnetics Fields Laboratory at Annapolis with the complementary
electromagnetic signature complex owned by the NSWCCD, located at the NSWCDD-White
Oak site. The advantages of the proposal is that the magnetic silencing expertise is preserved
and the capability to measure operating ships machinery and all scale-physical models is
preserved.
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Table 2-A(4): Disposition of Personnel - Detail Data

From Losing Base: NSWC-Annapolis!

To Gaining Base: NSWC-Naval Research Laboratory, Chesapeake Beach Detachment

ve | wme | 1o | o | om | om |
0 0 0 0

s | w0 | v |
——— ——— _————]
0

Officer 0 0
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mil Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Officer 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mil Stu 0 0| 0 0 0 0 ]
1See Attachment II, DJD 03, 09.
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Table 2-B(4): Disposition of Personnel and Equipment - Summary
From Losing Base: NSWC-Anmpolill |
To Gaining Base: NSWC-Naval Research Laboratory, Chesapeake Beach Detachment

e ————————

Officer Billets 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Enlisted Billets 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian Positions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Military Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tons of Mission 0 49 0 0 0 0 49
Equipment
Tons of Support 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Equipment
Number of Light 0 0 0 0 J 0 0
Vehicles
Number of Heavy 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Vehicles

Supporting Data for Table 2-B. Use the space below to list the types of Mission
Equipment, Support Equipment, Light Vehicles and Heavy Vehicles identified as required to
be relocated in Table 2-B and the rationale for relocating this equipment. Attach additional
sheets as necessary.

Type of Equipment/Vehicles Rationale for Relocating
Intermediate-scale Fire Testing (49 tons) Provides for fire evaluation and assessment

of scaleable structural and full size
machinery components as to failure mode
and property loss during fires. Loss of
capability would result in conducting more
expensive large-scale testing prior to final
decision on structural concepts and ship

systems.
1See Attachment II, DJD 03, 09.
Annapolis Site UIC 61533
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Justification for Relocating the Intermediate-Scale Fire Testing F unction! from the
NSWC, Carderock Division, Annapolis Detachment, Special Area (NIKE Site) to NRL,
Chesapeake Beach Detachment.

Intermediate-scale Fire Testing (ISFT) provides a cost-effective means of evaluating
the fire response of all shipboard systems, items and equipment. This function provides the
ability to evaluate in a scalable manner, the failure mode and properties loss of shipboard
systems during a fire event and the development of fire risk scenarios. ISFT is used to
conduct RDT&E which links the configuration of surface ship and submarine passive
protection systems, and the survivability of HM&E equipment against weapon effects. Many
tests and criteria pertain only to the Navy due to ship construction materials, high weapon
and fuel components, compartment orientation, and weapon threats. ISFT provides a bridge
between small and large scale testing and enhances the confidence that small scale results will
indeed predict large scale behavior. In many cases ISFT provides verification of bench scale
results indicating that large scale testing may not be required.  ISFT is used to evaluate
ship systems to include: submarine hull insulation, acoustic treatments, thermal insulation,
shipboard electrical cables, coating systems, shipboard piping systems, and ducting. These
items require realistic scale fire evaluation with simulation of shipboard fire conditions.
ISFT evaluations requires burn chambers, water pumping capabilities, smoke precipitation,
and test fixture/rig fabrication, which results in fire sizes, up to and including 200 kW.
There are also numerous requirements for environmental hazard minimization, e.g., air and
ground water contamination control, which require permits, licenses, etc. These
requirements are easily met at NRL, Chesapeake Beach Detachment. machinery components
as to failure mode and property loss during fires. Loss of capability would result in
conducting more expensive large-scale testing prior to final decision on structural concepts
and ship systems.

ISee Attachment I1, DJD 03, 09.
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Enclosure (2) -

FFGSNO

Joint Spectrum
Center (DoD)!

From Losing Base: NSWC-Annapolis

Ofﬁcer

To Gaining Base: Annapolis, MD-Leased Spnce (See Note Below)

-—-m om | o m 200 ! |

Enlisted

Civilian

Mil Sw

Officer

Enlisted

Civilian

Mil Stu

NOTE: This accomodates the Joint Spectrum Center, presently a tenant at the NSWC

Annapolis Site. It is a non-DoN fully owned and operated activity. These personnel reflect
the "tenant" levels at this actvity for this function.

1See Attachment I, DJD 02, 04.
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Table 2-B(5): Disposition of Personnel and Equipment - Summary

From Losing Base: NSWC-Annapolis! I

To Gaining Base: Annapolis, MD-Leased Space, See Note | Below

1 See 2001 Total

Attachment

II, DJD

#02, 04.997

|

Officer Billets 0 11
Enlisted Billets 0 0 8
Civilian Positions 0 115 0 0 0 0 115
Military Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tons of Mission 0 See Note 2 Q Q Q 0 See Note
Equipment Below 2 Beiow
Tons of Support 0 See Note 2 0 0 0 0 See Note
Equipment Below 2 Below
Number of Light 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Vehicles
Number of Heavy 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Vehicles

Note 1: This accomodates the Joint Spectrum Center, presently a tenant at the NSWC
Annapolis Site. It is a non-DoN owned and operated activity. These personnel reflect the
"tenant” levels at this activity for this function.

Note 2: Cost of moving the "mission" and "support" equipment was provided by the Joint
Spectrum Center and is included in Table 2-F.c.8.

Supporting Data for Table 2-B. Use the space below to list the types of Mission
Equipment, Support Equipment, Light Vehicles and Heavy Vehicles identified as required to

be relocated in Table 2-B and the rationale for relocating this equipment. Attach additional
sheets as necessary.

Type of ipment/Vehicl Rationale for Relocating

Please see Note 2 above

1Gee Attachment I, DJD 02, 04.
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Table 2-C: Eliminated Billets/Positions

Using the Base Loading Data Attachment, identify, by UIC, for both the host and tenant
activities, the number of military billets and/or civilian positions which will be eliminated as
a result of the closure/realignment scenario. For each UIC on the Base Loading Data
Attachment where military billets and/or civilian positions will be eliminated, make a
separate entry on Table 2-C. Identify the number of Officer Billets, Enlisted Billets and/or
Civilian Positions which will be eliminated in each Fiscal Year. Note that for a total closure
scenario, the total number of billets/positions moved plus those eliminated must equal the
entire workforce at the activity as of the end of FY 2001 as shown on Base Loading Data
Attachment. Numbers entered here should reflect a thorough review of staffing requirements
at both the losing and receiving sites, and include all potential job eliminations which would
result from consolidation efficiencies, economies of scale, etc. Reductions should reflect
both overhead/support eliminations and direct labor eliminations, as appropriate.

Eliminations should be entered in the year(s) in which they are expected to occur, for
example, if 80 civilian positions will be eliminated in FY 2000 and an additional 50
positions will be eliminated in FY 2001, then enter the data as follows: FY 1996 - 1999 = 0,
FY 2000 = 80, FY 2001 = 50, Total = 130. Do not identify any of the following as
eliminated billets/positions in Table 2-C: ’

* Planned Force Structure Reductions (FY 1996 through 2001).
e Military Students.
* Non-DON tenants.

Drilling reservists should also not be included in numbers of eliminated billets. Disposition of
any tenant or reserve activities must be adequately coordinated.

Annapolis Site UIC 61533
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 6 Dec 1994
2-28R Enclosure (2)




BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL
Enclosure (2) - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS

Table 2-C: Eliminated Billets/Positions

Losing Base Name: NSWC-Annapolis!
61533 NSWC-Annapolis Officer 0 0 1 0 0 0 I
Detachment
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian 6 98 34 0 0 0 138
FFGSN Joint Spectrum Officer 0 0 0 0 0 ] 0
0 Center
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian ] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Officer 0
Enlisted 0
Civilian 0
Officer 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian 6 98 34 0 0 0 138

NOTE 1: This accomodates the Joint Spectrum Center, presently a tenant at the NSWC Annapolis Site. It is a non-DoN owned and
operated activity. These personnel reflect the “tenant” levels at this activity for this function.

Note 2: The UIC "FFGSNO" (i.e. Joint Spectrum Center) reflects a "'zero' billet/pasition loss as they are not included in the NSWC
Annapolis Site end strengths. There are no NSWC Annapolis employees working at this facility.

Make additional copies of this table, or add rows to it, as necessary, to include each
host/tenant activity with eliminated positions/billets.

Annapolis Site UIC 61533
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 6 Dec 1994
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Table 2-D: Manpower Reconciliation Data. It is imperative that all manpower is
accurately accounted for in the closure/realignment scenario. Using the data from the Base
Loading Data Attachment and Tables 2-B and 2-C, complete the "reconciliation” table shown
on the next page. Note that Line C of the table should include any changes in manpower
resulting from the implementation of prior BRAC actions at the base. These changes should
also be annotated on the Base Loading Data Attachment and reflected in Line D of the table,
"End FY 2001."

(see next page)
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Table 2-D: Manpower Reconciliation Datal»?

Officers | Enlisted l Civilians ’ Mil Stu l Total |
A. Begin FY 1996: 13 8 840 0 861
B. Force Structure 0 0 -13 0 -13
Changes(+/-):
C. Prior BRAC 0 0 -294 0] -294
Changes (+/-):
D. End FY 2001: 13 8 533 0 554
Moving to |
(List each Gaining Base):
1. NSWC-Carderock 1 0 2 0 3
2. NSWC-Philadelphia 0 0 261 0 261
3. NSWC-White Oak 0 0 17 0 17
4. Joint Spectrum Center! 11 8 115 0 134
5.
E. Total Billets/Positions 12 8 395 0 415
Moving: .
F. Eliminated Billets/Positions:
G. Remaining at Losing Base: |
H. Sum of Lines E, F, and G:

Note 1: This accomodates the Joint Spectrum Center, presently a tenant at the NSWC Annapolis Site. It is a non-DoN owned and
operated activity. These personnel reflect the "tenant” levels at this activity for this function.

Notes: Do not fill in shaded celis. Double check your work. Line H (which is the sum of number of billets/positions moving, eliminated
and remaining at the Losing Base) must equal Line D (the number of billets/positions at the end of FY 2001).

I1See Attachment II, DJD 02, Question 1.

2See Attachment II, DJD 012,

UIC 61533
12 Dec 1994 |
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Table 2-E: Caretaker Requirements (Mothball Scenarios Only). Complete the table
below to identify any permanent caretaker requirements associated with a "mothball"
(deactivation) scenario. Caretakers should only be identified if an activity will be
mothballed as opposed to closed or realigned. Scenario data call taskings will identify if
this is a "mothball" scenario. This area should not be used to identify temporary caretaker
requirements associated with closure of the facility. If some or all of the activity will be
mothballed, as opposed to closed or realigned, then identify the number of military and/or
civilian caretakers that will be required to remain permanently at the activity. Enter the
number of caretakers which will be added to the activity in each year. For example, if 100
caretakers will be required in 1996, and then this number will be increased to 150 in 1997
and out, then enter 1996 = 100, 1997 = 50, leave 1998 through 2001 blank, and enter 150 as
the total.

Table 2-E: Caretaker Requirements (''Mothball" Scenarios Only)

Losing Base Name: NSWC-Annapolis
o R R R R R RinBiiiirimR .

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total

Military 0 0
Caretakers
Civilian 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Caretakers

* Support to be provided by Annapolis Naval Station (or Contractor) for the Deep Ocean
Simulation Facility.

Annapolis Site UIC 61533
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 6 Dec 1994
2-32R Enclosure (2)




BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL
Enclosure (2) - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS

Table 2-F: Dynamic Base Information

Complete the following "Supporting Data" section. Then, summarize this data in the
Summary Data Table (2-F) that immediately follows this "Supporting Data" section. Show
all entries in ($000).

Table 2-F: Supporting Data:

a. Other One-Time Unique Costs. Identify any other one-time unique costs at the losing
base which will not be calculated automatically by the COBRA algorithms (as noted in the
Introduction section).  Examples include use of temporary office space, lease termination
costs, etc. Only costs directly attributable to the closure/realignment action should be

identified. This area should not be used to identify routine moving or personnel costs, which
are calculated automaticall he COBRA rithms, nor should it be used to identify one-

time unique moving costs which will be addressed separately in item ¢, below. For each

unique one-time cost, identify the amount, year in which the cost will be incurred and
describe the nature of the cost. Do not double count any costs identified on Gaining Base
tables (Enclosure (3)).

Losing Base: NSWC-Annapolis

1. $11,200K 1996 Contract termination costs; !> BEST ESTIMATE due to
varying contract types and termination dates. See explanation
note below.
$ 4,700K 1997
$ 1,000K 1998
2. $8919K 1999 Depreciation of Capital Equipment; Assumed constant after FY99
3. 15K 1996 Close Library, pack & ship books and periodicals to NSWC,

Philadelphia

Note: Termination costs are based upon total contracting load executed by the Supply
Department (excludes NAVFAC based contracts) for Annapolis in FY94. Assumes
termination of contracts for convenience of the government and a 5% escalation per year.
Termination fees calculated per 100% for firm fixed price contracts; 5% for cost/time
reimbursable and material services contracts; and 3% for value of indefinite delivery/quantity
contracts. All costs reflect an estimated contracting load of Post BRAC 91 Annapolis
functions and a phasing out over the period of the operational functions of the site. Please
see Response #DJD 03 of 30 Nov 94 for a comparison between Scenario 35 and 35A.

ISee Attachment II, DJD 03, Question 1.
2See Attachment IT, DJD 013, Questions 1, 2.
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b. Other One-Time Unique Savings. Identify any other one-time unique savings at the
losing base which will not be calculated automatically by the COBRA algorithms (as noted in
the Introduction section). Examples include net proceeds to DoD resulting from an existing
MOU with a state or local government, one-time environmental compliance cost avoidances,
etc. This area should not be used to identify routine moving or personnel savings, which are
calculated automatically by the COBRA algorithms. Do not include Construction Cost
Avoidances (which were identified in a separate data call), or Procurement Cost Avoidances
(which are covered under item i. below). For each savings, identify the amount, year in which
it will occur and describe the nature of the savings. Only savings directly attributable to the
closure/realignment action should be identified. Do not double count any savings identified
on Gaining Base tables (Enclosure (3)).

Losing Base: NSWC-Annapolis

Cost  EY Description
None
Annapolis Site UIC 61533
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 6 Dec 1994
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¢. One-Time Unique Moving Costs. The COBRA algorithms use standard packing and
shipping rates to calculate the cost of transporting equipment and vehicles. Identify here
only those unique moving costs associated with movements out of the losing base that would
be incurred in addition to standard packing and shipping costs associated with tonnage and
vehicles identified in Table 2-B. Examples of unique moving costs include packing, special
handling or recalibration of specialized laboratory or industrial equipment; movement of
special materials, etc. If unique costs identified here include packing and shipping costs,
then ensure that tonnage for this "unique" equipment is not included under the Mission and
Support equipment identified in Table 2-B. For each cost included in the table above,
identify the amount, year in which the cost will be incurred, the name of the gaining base
and a brief description of the cost.

Losing Base: NSWC-Annapolis
Cost! ($K) FY  Gaining Base Description

1. $5000K 97 NSWC-White Oak  Disassembly of Magnetic Fields Laboratory
equipment and sensors and reassembly and
calibration.

2. $10000K 96-98 NSWC-Philadelphia Disassembly of the Advanced Propulsion
Machinery Facility and reassemble and
calibration.

3. $4900K 97 NSWC-Philadelphia Disassembly of Machinery Acoustic Silencing e

Laboratory and reassembly and calibration.

4. $2200K 96-97 NSWC-Philadelphia Disassembly of Advanced Shipboard Auxiliary
Machinery Facilities and reassembly and
calibration.

5. $2300K 97  NSWC-Philadelphia Disassembly of the Advanced Electric Propulsion
Development Facility and reassembly and
calibration.

6. $3000K 97 NSWC-Philadelphia Disassembly of the Electric Power Technology
Facility and reassembly and calibration

7. $2000K 96 NSWC-Philadelphia Disassembly of the Pulsed Power Facility and
reassembly and calibration

8. $1100K 97 Annapolis, MD Move all Joint Spectrum Center Property,
including installation and certification of the main
frame computer.

9.% 25K 97 NSWC-Carderock  Move the Thermal Spray System Facility and
recalibrate the system.

10. $ 25K 97 NSWC-Carderock  Move the Polyurethane Processor Facility and
recalibrate the system.

11. $ 100K 97 NSWC-Carderock  Move the Reactive Metals Spray Forming
Facilities and recalibrate the systems.

Note: Joint Spectrum, a non-DoN tenant activity, is being moved to leased space at Annapolis, MD.

1See Attachment II, DJD 019, Question 1.
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d. and e. Changes in Mission Costs. Items d. and e. should be used to identify those
changes in mission costs that result from the closure/realignment action, but are not counted
elsewhere in this data call response or COBRA algorithms. For example, do not include
changes in non-payroll Base Operating Support (BOS), Family Housing Operations, housing
allowances, CHAMPUS costs/savings, or salary savings for eliminated positions/billets, all of
which are calculated by other COBRA algorithms. Examples of items to include here are
changes in operating costs due to the transfer of workload to gaining bases, economies of
scale, changes in travel requirements, differences in wage grade labor rates or locality pay
differentials, changes in the amount of mission work performed on contract, and changes in
utility requirements or ADP/telecommunications costs not included in responses provided in
the Base Operating Support tables of Data Call 66.

For purposes of calculating changes in costs associated with the transfer of mission workload
from a losing to a gaining base, the following information is provided below. Calculations
should take into consideration both economies of scale and differences in operating costs.
Remember, any salary savings resulting from eliminated military billets and/or civilian
positions must be identified as a number of billets/positions eliminated in Table 2-C. Do not
include basic salary and fringe benefit savings associated with billets/positions identified as
eliminated on Table 2-C. Also, do not identify changes in the non-payroll BOS Costs
(including non-payroll G&A for DBOF activities) reported in Data Call 66.

First, identify economies of scale by examining the historic pattern of how labor, overhead
and other costs vary with workload volume (adjust prior year costs for inflation to make them
comparable; use statistical tests to determine the type of relationship that exists). The
relationship between costs and workload can then be used to estimate changes in labor and
overhead rates which result from the projected change in workload. Eccnomies of scale
benefits will generally accrue to gaining bases on an incremental basis, as the workload ramps
up, and will remain in future years after all workload is transitioned.

Second, calculate resulting changes in operating costs. Changes in operating costs should be
calculated by pricing out direct labor manhours of work, using the projected labor and
productive overhead rates (which have been adjusted to take into consideration economies of
scale resulting from the workload transfer) for both the losing and gaining base. The
difference in total costs associated with the workload transition is then identified as the net
change in mission costs. Relative differences in the numbers of hours required to complete a
project at the losing base and gaining base(s) should be taken into consideration, if
identifiable. Also, include contract costs in this analysis, but unless cost changes are
identifiable, assume that contract price rates will remain constant.

If a net change in mission costs is included in the data call response, the response must
also include supporting data to show calculations and methodology used to estimate this

Annapolis Site UIC 61533
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change in costs. Furthermore, data used in these calculations must be consistent with
previously submitted certified data.
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d. Net Mission Costs. Complete the following worksheet to identify any net recurring
increases in mission costs associated with the closure/realignment of the losing base and/or
transfer of workload to gaining bases. For each net cost increase, identify the name of the
gaining base where the workload will be transferred (if applicable), cost increases by year and
describe the nature of the cost increase. If this worksheet is filled in, provide supporting data
to show calculations and methodology used to estimate these cost increases.

‘ Net Mission Costs (Cost Increases) Worksheet ‘

—_————
Losing Base: NSWC-Annapolis

Gaining Base FY 1996 FY 1997 | FY 1998 | FY 1999 | FY 2000 2001

1. None Significant

Description: Non-CFC Air Conditioning; see below.

Description:

Add additional lines to worksheet as necessary.

MISSION COST IMPLICATIONS OF EARLY TERMINATION OF NON-CFC' AIR
CONDITION R&D

The Air Conditioning and Refrigeraton CFC elimination R&D program is scheduled to
complete R&D for CFC-12 AC plants in FY94, for CFC-12 refrigeration plants in FY95 and
for CFC-114 plants in FY 2002. The program is using all means available to accommodate
production bans beginning in FY95 including maximum stockpiling and a substantial R&D
program. The quantities of CFC’s in reserve are based on an aggressive conversion schedule
which is in turn based on an aggressive R&D schedule. Terminating the R&D program in
1998 will compromise the CFC-114 conversion schedule, which delays fleet implementation,
which depletes reserve stockpile, prior to the availability of replacement fluids, which means
that ships will not have the required cooling power to operate combat systems and other
critical cooling needs. In addition, the Navy’s needs for CFC’s are driven by leak rates
which will result in fines of up to $25,000 per day. The CFC-114 units affected by early
termination are associated with SSN-688, SSN-726, SSN-21, DDG-51, CG-47, DD-963,
DDG-993,

See Attachment II, DJD 08, 014, 016, 017, 021, 023, 024.
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BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL
Enclosure (2) - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS

DDG-993, LHD-1, LHA-1, AOE-6, and AS-39/AD-41, and could produce fines on the
order of tens of millions of dollars per day.

e. Net Mission Savings. Complete the following worksheet to identify any net recurring
decreases in mission costs associated with the closure/realignment of the losing base and/or
transfer of workload to gaining bases. For each net cost decreases, identify the name of the
gaining base where the workload will be transferred (if applicable), cost decreases by year
and describe the nature of the cost decrease. If this worksheet is filled in, provide supporting
data to show calculations and methodology used to estimate these cost decreases.

Net Mission Savings (Cost Decreases) Worksheet

—————ee——e—————————————————
Losing Base: NSWC-Annapolis

Gaining Base FY 1996 | FY 1997 | FY 1998 | FY 1999

1. None

Description:

Description:

Add additional lines to worksheet as necessary.
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BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL
Enclosure (2) - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS

f. Miscellaneous Recurring Costs. Identify any other recurring costs at the losing base which will
not be calculated automatically by the COBRA algorithms (as noted in the Introduction section),
e.g., new leases of facilities or equipment, etc. For each cost, identify the amount, year in which
the cost will begin and describe the nature of the cost. Only costs directly attributable to the
closure/realignment action should be identified. (Do not include changes in non-payroll BOS,
Family Housing Operations, housing allowances or CHAMPUS costs, all of which are calculated by
other COBRA algorithms.) Do not double count changes in Mission costs shown above. Do not
double count any costs identified on Gaining Base tables (Enclosure (3)).

Losing Base: NSWC-Annapolis

Annual Cost FY Description
1. 255 K 97 Mothball! cost for Deeép ocean Pressure Facility (See Note 1)
2. 331 K 97 Additional travel costs

Note 1: The recurring annual costs for the Deep Ocean Pressure Facility provides for basic services
(environmental controls). The environmental controls are required to maintain the future certifiability of this
high pressure tank system. These euvironmental controls consist of maintaining facility temperature
sufficiently above the freezing point of water in the Winter to preclude the possibility of damage due to the
expansion of frozen water, purging of and placing a nitrogen blanket in the gasecus portions of the system to
prevent possibility of corrosion within the pipes, and control of humidity throughout the facility to control the
rate of corrosion on the exterior portions of the facility. The cost was obtained from a proportionate
allocation of cost to retain in a "reserve” status from the Detailed Inventory of Naval Shore Facilities
(NAVFAC P-164). The "reserve" category in NAVFAC P-164 Detailed Inventory of Naval Shore Facilities,
is the same as "moth ball”, i.e. it is the category between "standby" and "abandon".

Note 2: These recurring annual costs account for the additional direct travel to/from Carderock/Washington,
DC area incurred by personnel relocated from Annapolis to Philadelphia. This relocation increases the
average round trip from 80-100 miles to ag)groximately 300 miles. Accounting for additional non-productive
time would add a further annual cost of $398 K. For simplicity, it is assumed that these costs begin in FY 97
and remain stable thereafter.

g. Miscellaneous Recurring Savings. Identi%' any other recurring savings at the losing base which
will not be calculated automatically by the COBRA ‘algorithms (as noted in the Introduction section),
e.g., elimination of leases of facilities or equipment, etc. For the savings, identify the amount, year
in which each will begin and describe the nature of the savings. Only savings directly attributable
to the closure/realignment action should be identified. (Do not include changes in non-payroll BOS,
Family Housing gﬁerations, housing allowances, CHAMPUS costs or salary savings for eliminated
positions/billets, all of which are calculated by other COBRA algorithms.) Do not double count
changes in Mission Costs shown above. Do not double count any savings identified on Gaining
Base tables (Enclosure (3)).

Losing Base: NSWC-Annapolis

Annual Savings FY Description
1. None

ISee Attachment II, DJD 04, 015.
2See Attachment IT, DJD 09, Question 3.
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BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL
Enclosure (2) - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS

h. Land Sales. Identify any proceeds, if identifiable and realistically expected to be received,
which would be realized through the sale of excessed property at the losing base(s). In most cases,
proceeds will not be realized from the sale of land at closed activities. However, if unusual
circumstances warrant, identify estimated amount of proceeds, number of acres to be sold and
rationale for assuming that proceeds will be obtained.

Losing Base: NSWC-Annapolis
Revenues No. of Acres Rationale
1. None

i. Procurement Cost Avoidances. Identify any procurement cost avoidances which would be
realized as a result of the closure/realignment scenario. Items identified here must not include any
funds, regardless of appropriation, identified as BOS costs in Data Call 66. An example of a cost to
include here would be a planned "Other Procurement account” purchase of a computer system,
which will no longer be required as a result of the closure/rzalignment action. For each cost
avoidance, identify the amount, year in which the cost would have been incurred, whether the cost
avoidance is one-time or recurring in nature, and the nature of the cost avoidance.

Losing Base: NSWC-Annapolis
Cost FY One-Time/Recurring Explanation
1. None

j. Facility Shutdown. If an activity is being realigned but not completely closed, then identify the
number of square feet of Class 2 real property (buildings), excluding family housing, MWR and

utilities facilities, which will be shut down at the losing base as a result of this action. If an activity
is being completely closed, then just enter "All". The Base Loading Data Attachment includes an

identification of total square feet for the activity and should be referred to in answering this
question. Note that this entry should be shown in "thousands of square feet" (KSF).

Losing Base: NSWC-Annapolis

Facility KSF Shutdown: 598 KSF! I

1See Attachment II, DJD 09, Question 1. l
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Notel: Attachment 1. Base Loading Data for Scenario 3-20-0198-035 shows a value of

zero (0) for Total Facility Square Footage. The correct figure is 629
KSQFT.
Note 2: Nike Site accounts for 10 KSF of lost facilities
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Summarize data shown in response to supporting data questions a. through j. above in the following

table. Note that all entries must be shown in ($000).

Table 2-F(1)Dynamic Base Information Summary

Losing Base: NSWC-Annapolis
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total

One-Time | 0] 25,834
Unique ‘
Costs

b. One-Time 0 0 0
Unique Svgs

c. One-Time 6,000 19,650 5,000 0 0| 30,650
Move Costs

d. Net Mission 0 0 0 0 0 0
Costs

e. Net Mission 0 0 0 0 0 0
Savings

f. Misc Recur 0 586 0 0 0 586
CostSNae 2 Note 1.3

g. Misc Recur 0 0 0
Savings

h. Land Sales 0 0 0

i. Procurement 0 0 0
Cost Avoid

j. Fac. Shutdown (KSF) I 5982 l

Note 1: "Miscellaneous Recurring Costs" provide for the Deep Ocean Facility moth ball costs.
Note 2: Miscellaneous recurring costs are entered for the first year of occurence per COBRA instructions.
Note 3: Miscellaneous additional costs for recurring travel from Philadelphia to Washington.

ISee Attachment II, DJD 020.

2See Attachment I, DJD 09.
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BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL
NSWC PHILADELPHIA SUBMISSION (3-20-0198-035A)
ENCLOSURE (3) - GAINING BASE QUESTIONS

Complete a separate Enclosure (3) - Gaining Base Questions, as appropriate, for each
""gaining'' base involved in the closure/realignment scenario. Make additional copies of
this enclosure as necessary. Tables included in this enclosure are 3-A and 3-B. Enter the
name of the Gaining Base in the block below.

Gaining Base: NSWC-PHILADELPHIA

Table 3-A - Dynamic Base Information. Complete the following "Supporting Data" section.
Then, summarize this data in the Summary Data Table (3-A) that immediately follows this

"Supporting Data" section. Show all entries in ($000).

Table 3-A: Supporting Data

a, Other One-Time Unique Costs. This item has been divided into two sections.
First, separately identify any Community Infrastructure Impact costs. Second, separately
identify any other One-Time Unique costs.  Finally, when transferring these figures to
the Summary Data Table (3-A), combine both sets of numbers into one ''Other One-

Time Unique Costs'' answer (by year).

a. (1) Community Infrastructure Impacts. Identify any cost impacts on
community infrastructure at gaining bases which would result from the transfer of
functions/personnel, e.g., requirement to build new sewage treatment facility, etc. For each
cost, identify the amount, year in which it would be incurred, location (city, etc.), and a brief
description of the requirement. Answers must be consistent with certified data contained in
the gaining base’s Data Call 65, "Economic and Community Infrastructure Data", response.

Ensure that adequate coordination takes place, especially in those cases where the gaining and
losing base are in different claimancies. Remember to aggregate this answer with 2.a.(2)

costs on the next page, if any, when transferring data to Summary Table.
Gaining Base: NSWC-PHILADELPHIA

Cost FY Location Description
1. NONE

NOTE: There will be no community infrastructure impact. The City of Philadelphia
and the surrounding major metropolitan area can absorb the increase in personnel from

losing base (NSWC Annapolis) without impact.

Annapolis Site UIC 61533
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3-1R Enclosure (3)




BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL
NSWC PHILADELPHIA SUBMISSION (3-20-0198-035A)
ENCLOSURE (3) - GAINING BASE QUESTIONS

a. (2) Other Unique One-Time Costs. Identify any other one-time unique costs at
the gaining base which will not be calculated automatically by the COERA algorithms (as
noted in the Introduction section). Examples include use of temporary office space, etc.
Only costs directly attributable to the closure/realignment action should be identified. This
area should not be used to identify routine moving or personnel costs, which are calculated
automatically by the COBRA algorithms, nor should it be used to identify one-time unique
moving costs which will be addressed in the Losing Base tables (enclosure (2)). For each
unique one-time cost, identify the amount, year in which the cost will be incurred and
describe the nature of the cost. Do not double count any costs identified on Losing Base
tables (Enclosure (2)). Remember to aggregate with 2.a.(1) costs on the previous page, if
any, when transferring data to Summary Table.

Gaining Base: NSWC-PHILADELPHIA

Cost FY Description

1. $21.4K 96 107 people @$200/person
$28.0K 97 140 people @$200/person
$ 2.8K 98 14 people @$200/person
$52.2K 261

Personnel from losing base can be accommodated by NSWC-PHILADELPHIA.

Note: NSWC-Philadelphia is consolidating personnel into larger and fewer buildings as a
result of past BRAC actions. The largest building, being vacated by PNSY as a

BRAC’91 action, will house personnel from excessed portions of the Naval Station and
allows closure and disposal of several NSWC-Philadelphia buildings. Costs for these

actions are covered by previous BRAC decisions. As a result of these consolidations,
NSWC-Philadelphia will have 350 excess office working spaces that were intended to be
laid up. Costs to continue using these spaces consists of phone and computer hookup,
furniture relocation and space cleanup.

Note: $200/person up to 350 people (phone, computer hookup/space cleanup/systems
furniture relocation).
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BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL
NSWC PHILADELPHIA SUBMISSION (3-20-0198-035A)
ENCLOSURE (3) - GAINING BASE QUESTIONS

Cost! FY Description
2. 25K 96 Advanced Propulsion Machinery Facility
100K 97 Machinery Acoustics Silencing Laboratory
50K 96 Advanced Shipboard Auxiliary Machinery Facilities
40K 97 Advanced Electric Propulsion Development Facility
50K 97 Electric Power Technology Facility
SO0K 96 Pulsed Power Facility
5K 97 Sea Survival (NIKE)
320K 96-97 Total

Notes: NSWC-Philadelphia’s existing plant infrastructure is designed for low cost and rapid
change out of test facilities. Utilities such as electrical power, cooling water, air and fuel are
available throughout the test buildings. Foundations are specially reinforced with unique "T-
block" design to accommodate different footprints of equipment. Space is available to
accommodate the facilities in question. Input to this scenario were coordinated between the
losing and gaining activities. The losing activity estimates include movement and reconstruction
of the test facilities at the gaining activity including: lay-up, removal, packing, shipping,
unpacking, installation, alignment and preparation testing of the facility. Special requirements
(such as acoustic foundations) are included with losing site estimates. Gaining sites estimates
include clean out of the site, removal of existing equipment and tie in of utilities to the site.
One site, the Machinery Acoustic Silencing Laboratory, will require retention of a building
being closed by BRAC’91. Costs for maintenance and repair, fire protection, security utilities,
trash removal and other miscellaneous costs are included in paragraph (d).

b. Other One-Time Unique Savings. Identify any other one-time unique savings at the
gaining base which will not be calculated automatically by the COBRA algorithms (as noted in the
Introduction section). This area should not be used to identify routine moving or personnel savings,
which are calcul utomaticall h BRA algorithms. Do not include MILCON Cost
Avoidances (which were identified in a separate data call), or Procurement Cost Avoidances (which
are covered in the losing base enclosure), For each savings, identify the amount, year in which it

will occur and describe the nature of the savings. Only savings directly attributable to the
closure/realignment action should be identified. Do not double count any savings identified on
Losing Base tables (Enclosure (2)).

I1See Attachment IT, DJD 019, Question 1.
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BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL
NSWC PHILADELPHIA SUBMISSION (3-20-0198-035A)
ENCLOSURE (3) - GAINING BASE QUESTIONS

Gaining Base: NSWC-PHILADELPHIA
Cost FY Description

1. NONE

¢. Environmental Mitigation. Environmental cleanup costs at closing bases are not
considered in COBRA, since these costs will be incurred regardless of whether the activity is closed
or remains opened. If, however, additional environmental costs are incurred at gaining bases as the
result of a transfer of functions or personnel, these costs should be identified, e.g., wetland
mitigation, environmental impact statements at gaining bases, new permits, etc. Identify below any
non-Military Construction environmental mitigation costs which will be incurred as a result of this
closure/realignment action. (Note: Military Construction Costs for environmental mitigation are
identified in Table 3-B). For each cost, identify the amount, year in which the cost will be incurred
and a brief description of the cost.

Gaining Base: NSWC-PHILADELPHIA

Cost FY Description
1. NONE

d. Miscellaneous Recurring Costs. Identify any other recurring costs associated with
the closure/realignment action at the gaining base which will not be calculated automatically by the
COBRA algorithms (as noted in the Introduction section), e.g., new leases of facilities or
equipment, etc. For each cost, identify the year in which the cost will begin and describe the nature
of the cost. Only costs directly attributable to the closure/realignment action should be identified.
(Do not include changes in non-payroil BOS, Family Housing Operations, housing allowances or
CHAMPUS costs, all of which are calculated by other COBRA algorithms.). Do not double count
any costs identified on Losing Base tables (Enclosure (2)).

Gaining Base: NSWC-PHILADELPHIA

Annual Cost FY Description
1. $380K! 97 Maintenance and repair, fire protection,

utility and other miscellaneous costs of a
building previously closed by BRAC’91.

ISee Attachment II, DJD 019, Questions 2a, 2b.
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NSWC PHILADELPHIA SUBMISSION (3-20-0198-035A)
ENCLOSURE (3) - GAINING BASE QUESTIONS

e. Miscellaneous Recurring Savings. Identify any other recurring savings associated
with the closure/realignment action which will not be calculated automatically by the model,
e.g., elimination of leases of facilities or equipment, etc. For the savings, identify the year in
which each will begin and describe the nature of the savings. Only savings directly
attributable to the closure/realignment action should be identified. (Do not include changes in
non-payroll BOS, Family Housing Operations, housing allowances, CHAMPUS costs or salary
savings for eliminated positions/billets, all of which are calculated by other COBRA
algorithms.). Do not double count any savings identified on Losing Base tables (Enclosure

(2)).
Gaining Base: NSWC-PHILADELPHIA

Annual Savings FY Description
1. NONE

f. Land Purchases. Identify any land purchases required at gaining bases to
accommodate relocating activities/functions. Identify the cost, number of acres, year in which
purchase will occur and a brief description identifying why the land needs to be purchased.

Gaining Base: NSWC-PHILADELPHIA
Cost No. of Acres FY Description

1. NONE

Summarize data shown in response to supporting data questions a. through f. above in
the following table:

Annapolis Site UIC 61533
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BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL
NSWC PHILADELPHIA SUBMISSION (3-20-0198-035A)
ENCLOSURE (3) - GAINING BASE QUESTIONS

Table 3-A: Dynamic Base Information

a | One-Time
Unique
Costs *

1996

146.4'

1997
223!

Gaining Base Name: NSWC-PHILADELPHIA

1998 1999 2000

2.8

2001

0 372.2

Total

b | One-Time
Unique
Savings

c Environ.
Mitigation

d | Misc.
Recurring
Costs

380

0 380

e | Misc.
Recurring
Savings

f Land
Purchases

* Includes both Community Infrastructure Impact and Other One-Time Unique Costs, as

applicable.

Note 1: In addition to the costs on page 3-3, there is a one-time moving cost of:
$200/person up to 350 people (phone, computer hookup/space cleanup/systems furniture

relocation),

Note 2: Miscellaneous recurring costs are listed only for the first year of occurance, per

COBRA instructions.
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NSWC PHILADELPHIA SUBMISSION (3-20-0198-035A)
ENCLOSURE (3) - GAINING BASE QUESTIONS

Table 3-B - Military Construction Requirements. Identify the amount of new construction
or rehabilitation (using the designated unit of measure) which will be required at the receiving
site. Include a brief description of the requirement in the Comment column.

. Do not include Family Housing construction requirements on this table, they will be
identified on a separate data call format.

. The COBRA MILCON algorithm will estimate the cost of MILCON requirements for
the standard categories of construction listed on the next page. However, if an
engineered estimate(s) is already available, then a dollar value for the requirement(s)
should be identified in the "Comment" column of the table.

. Any identified Environmental Mitigation MILCON projects must include a total cost
and brief description of the requirement in the "Comment" column of the table.

. The "Other" row is provided to identify MILCON requirements which do not fit the
standard construction categories, €.g., dry docks, SCIF conversiors, aircraft wash
racks, etc. Enter a total cost and brief description for each identified requirement. For
these "unique” categories of construction, a square footage estimate should also be

indicated, if possible.

For Rehabilitation Requirements: if entered as a "unit of measure" (e.g., SF, etc.), then
corresponding costs will be calculated at 75% of the cost of new construction (worst-case cost
estimate for rehabilitation costs). If the rehabilitation will involve renovation at an anticipated
rate of less than 75%, then in addition to identifying the requirement (SF, etc.), enter in the
Comment block either a rehabilitation cost or an appropriate percentage which should be used
in lieu of the 75% rate. Show any cost entries in ($000).

Description of ''Units of Measure'' used in Table 3-B:

SY - Square Yards
FB - Feet of Berthing

SF - Square Feet
BL - Barrels

Description of standard ''Categories of Construction'' used in Table 3-B (including
examples of types of construction included in these categories):

Horizontal - Aprons/Paving (Aircraft Parking Aprons, Combat Aircraft Ordnance Loading
Areas, etc.), shown in square yards.

Berthing - General Purpose Berthing Piers, shown in feet of berthing.
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NSWC PHILADELPHIA SUBMISSION (3-20-0198-035A)
ENCLOSURE (3) - GAINING BASE QUESTIONS

Air Maintenance - Maintenance Hangers (General Purpose, High Bay, etc.), shown in square
feet.

Other Operations - General Purpose Operations Facilities (Aircraft, Ordnance, Amphibious,
Headquarters, etc.), shown in square feet.

Administrative - Administrative space (General Purpose and ADP), shown in square feet.

Training - Training Facilities (Academic, Reserve, Applied Instruction, Recruit Processing,
Operational Trainers, etc.), shown in square feet.

Maintenance - Non-Weapons facilities (Vehicles, Electronics, Public Works, etc.), shown in
square feet.

Bachelor Quarters - Barracks, Dormitories or Unmarked Officer Quarters, shown in square
feet.

Supply/Storage - Operational Storage, Cold Storage, General Warehouse, etc., shown in
square feet.

Dining Facilities - Enlisted Mess Hall, shown in square feet.

Personnel Support - Fire, Police, Family Service Centers, MWR, Child Care, etc., shown in
square feet.

Communications - Other Communications Facilities, (Communications Centers, Telephone
Exchanges, Terminal Equipment, Radar Air Traffic Control Center, etc.), shown in square
feet.

Ship Maintenance - Shore Intermediate Maintenance, Waterfront Services, Amphibian
Vehicle Maintenance, etc., shown in square feet.

RDT&E - Other Research, Development, Test and Evaluation (RDT&E) facilities (Aircraft,
Ship, Underwater, Electronics, etc.) (does not include Ammo/Propulsion Labs), shown in
square feet.

POL Storage - Jet Engine Fuel Storage, shown in barrels.
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NSWC PHILADELPHIA SUBMISSION (3-20-0198-035A)
ENCLOSURE (3) - GAINING BASE QUESTIONS

Ammo Storage - General Purpose, High Explosive, Small Arms and Missile Magazines,
shown in square feet.

Medical Facilities - Hospitals, Medical/Dental Clinics, etc., shown in square feet.
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BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL
NSWC PHILADELPHIA SUBMISSION (3-20-0198-035A)
ENCLOSURE (3) - GAINING BASE QUESTIONS

Table 3-B: MILCON Requirements

Gaining Base Name: NSWC-PHILADELPHIA
| cmoyUniy [ o [ Commen |
Horizontal (SY) 0 0 NONE
Berthing (FB) I; 0 0 NONE
Air Maintenance (SF) 0 0 NONE
Other Operations (SF) 0 0 NONE
Administrative (SF) 0 0 NONE
Training (SF) 0 0 NONE
Maintenance (SF) 0 0 NONE
Bachelor Quarters (SF) 0 0 NONE
Supply/Storage (SF) B 0 0 NONE
Dining Facilities (SF) 0 0 NONE
Personnel Support (SF) 0 0 NONE
Communications (SF) || 0 0 NONE
Ship Maintenance (SF) || 0 0 NONE
RDT&E (SF) 0 0 NONE
POL Storage (BL) 0 0 NONE
Ammo Storage (SF) 0 0 NONE
Medical Facilities (SF) " 0 0 NONE
Environmental " $ 0 $ 0 NONE
Other: 0 0 NONE
- $ $
- $ $
- $ $
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BRAC-95 CERTIFICATION

Reference: SECNAVNOTE 11000 of 08 December 1993

In accordance with policy set forth by the Secretary of the Navy, personnel of the
Department of the Navy, uniformed and civilian, who provide information for use in the
BRAC-95 process are required to provide a signed certification that states "I certify that
the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge

and belief."

The signing of this certification constitutes a representation that the certifying
official has reviewed the information and either (1) personally vouches for its accuracy
and completeness or (2) has possession of, and is relying upon, a certification executed
by a competent subordinate.

Each individual in your activity generating information for the BRAC-95 process
must certify that information. Enclosure (1) is provided for individual certifications and
may be duplicated as necessary. You are directed to maintain those certifications at your
activity for audit purposes. For purposes of this certification sheet, the commander of the
activity will begin the certification process and each reporting senior in the Chain of
Command reviewing the information will also sign this certification sheet. This sheet must
remain attached to this package and be forwarded up the Chain of Command. Copies
must be retained by each level in the Chain of Command for audit purposes.

| certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my
knowledge and belief.

- AL
CAPT HARRY J. RUCKER, USN / ZL/

NAME (Please type or print) /S'ngn}?m(e’
COMMANDING OFFICER 27 January 1995
Title Date
NSWC PHILADELPHIA
Activity

This certification covers NSWC Philadelphia Enclosure (3) to the NSWC/Carderock
Division/Annapolis Detachment Response to the BRAC Scenario 3-20-0198-035A.



Gaining Base: NSWC CARDEROCK

Table 3-A (2): Supporting Data

a. Other One-Time Unique Costs.
a. (1) Community Infrastructure Impacts.

Cost FY  Location Description
1. None

a. (2) Other Unique One-Time Costs.
Cost FY  Description
L. None
b. Other One-Time Unique Savings.

Cost FY Description
1. None '

c. Environmental Mitigation.

Cost FY  Description
1. $125K 96 Environmental Impact Assessment

d. Miscellaneous Recurring Costs.

Annual Cost FY Description
1. None

e. Miscellaneous Recurring Savings.

Annual Savings FY Description
1. None

f. Land Purchases.

Cost No. of Acres FY Description

1. None
Annapolis Site UIC 61533
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Table 3-A (2): Dynamic Base Information

Gaining Base Name: NSWC CARDEROCK
I 1996 1997 1998 1999 | 2000 | 2001 Total
—— B B B S B B S
a | One-Time 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unique
Costs
b | One-Time | 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unique
Savings
¢ | Environ. 125 0 0 0 0 0 125
Mitigation
FL
d | Misc. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Recurring
Costs
e | Misc. | 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Recurring
Savings
f | Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Purchases
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Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 6 Dec 1994

3-11R Enclosure (3)




Table 3-B (2): MILCON Requirements

Gaining Base Name: NSWC CARDEROCK
Category (Unit) Consul“;l_“;n *;eehqﬂf:;:“;z:‘ Comment
’ Requirement
Horizontal (SY) 0 NONE
Berthing (FB) | 0 0 NONE
Air Maintenance (SF) I 0 0 NONE
Other Operations (SF) I 0 0 NONE
Administrative (SF) 0 0 NONE
Training (SF) 0 0 NONE
Maintenance (SF) 0 0 NONE
Bachelor Quarters (SF) 0 0 NONE
Supply/Storage (SF) 0 0 NONE
Dining Facilities (SF) 0 0 NONE
Personnel Support (SF) " 0 0 NONE
Communications (SF) 0 0 NONE
Ship Maintenance (SF) 0 0 NONE
RDT&E (SF) " 10,000 0 See Note 1
POL Storage (BL) " 0 0 NONE
Ammo Storage (SF) " 0 0 NONE
Medical Facilities (SF) 0 0 NONE
Environmental $ o $ o0 NONE
Other:
$ 0 See Note 2
enter and reallgned (he David Taylor Research Center Ioto the Carderod

Divlslon. Funcﬂonnl responsibility for the NIKE Site migrates to the Carderock Site with the relocation of the Survivability, Structures, and

Materiais Directorate (formerly the Ship Materials Engineering Department) and its related facilities.
Note 2: Thermal Spray Process ($350K); Reactive Metal Spray Forming Building ($400K); Polyurethane Processin; Building ($250K)

Annapolis Site UIC 61533

Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 6 Dec 1994
3-12R Enclosure (3)




BRAC-95 CERTIFICATION

Reference: SECNAVNOTE 11000 of 08 December 1993

In accordance with policy set forth by the Secretary of the Navy, personnel of the
Department of the Navy, uniformed and civilian, who provide information for use in the
BRAC-95 process are required to provide a signed certification that states "l certify that
the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge

and belief."

The signing of this certification constitutes a representation that the certifying
official has reviewed the information and either (1) personally vouches for its accuracy
and completeness or (2) has possession of, and is relying upon, a certification executed
by a competent subordinate.

Each individual in your activity generating information for the BRAC-95 process
must certify that information. Enclosure (1) is provided for individual certifications and
may be duplicated as necessary. You are directed to maintain those certifications at your
activity for audit purposes. For purposes of this certification sheet, the commander of the
activity will begin the certification process and each reporting senior in the Chain of
Command reviewing the information will also sign this certification sheet. This sheet must
remain attached to this package and be forwarded up the Chain of Command. Copies
must be retained by each level in the Chain of Command for audit purposes.

| certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my
knowledge and belief.

ACTIVITY COMMANDE :i@
James E. Baskerville; Captain USN ;Q

NAME (Please type or print) %\
Commander January 1995
Title Date
Carderock Division: NSWC
Activity

This certification covers NSWC Carderock Site Enclosure (3) to the NSWC/Carderock
Division/Annapolis Detachment Response to the BRAC Scenario 3-20-0198-035A.




Gaining Base:

NSWC WHITE OAK

Table 3-A (3): Supporting Data

a. Other One-Time Unique Costs.

a. (1) Community Infrastructure Impacts.

Cost FY  Location Description
None

a. (2) Other Unique One-Time Costs.

Cost FY  Description

None: Installation and minor alterations included in losing site cost estimate.

b. Other One-Time Unique Savings.

Cost FY  Description
None

c. Environmental Mitigation.

Cost FY  Description
None

d. Miscellaneous Recurring Costs.

Annual Cost FY Description
None

e. Miscellaneous Recurring Savings.

Annual Savings FY Description
None

f. Land Purchases.

Cost No. of Acres FY Description
None

Annapolis Site
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A

3-13R

UIC 61533
6 Dec 1994
Enclosure (3)




Table 3-A (3): Dynamic Base Information

Gaining Base Name: NSWC WHITE OAK

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total
a | One-Time 0 0 0 0
Unique
Costs
b | One-Time 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unique
Savings
¢ | Environ. 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mitigation
d | Misc. 0 0 0 0 0 0
Recurring
Costs
e | Misc. —] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Recurring
Savings
f | Land 0 0 0 0 0 0
Purchases
Annapolis Site UIC 61533
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 6 Dec 1994

3-14R
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Table 3-B (3): MILCON Requirements

Gaining Base Name: NSWC WHITE OAK
Category (Unit) Comieﬁ“;n ’;ee*:;b:e“r:‘e’::l Comment
' Requirement

Horizontal (SY) 0 0 NONE
Berthing (FB) 0 0 NONE
Air Maintenance (SF) 0 0 NONE
Other Operations (SF) 0 0 NONE
Administrative (SF) 0 0 NONE
Training (SF) r 0 0 NONE
Maintenance (SF) I 0 0 NONE
Bachelor Quarters (SF) lI 0 0 NONE
Supply/Storage (SF) 0 0 NONE
Dining Facilities (SF) 0 0 NONE
Personnel Support (SF) 0 0 NONE
Communications (SF) 0 0 NONE
Ship Maintenance (SF) 0 0 NONE
RDT&E (SF) 0 0 NONE
POL Storage (BL) " 0 0 NONE
Ammo Storage (SF) 0 0 NONE
Medical Facilities (SF) 0 0 NONE
Environmental $ 0 $ o NONE
Other: 0 0 NONE
- $ $

- $ $

- $ $

Annapolis Site UIC 61533
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 6 Dec 1994

3-15R Enclosure (3)



SCENARIO 3-20-0198-035A

BRAC-395 CERTIFICATION

Reference: SECNAV NOTE 11000 dtd 8 Dec 93

In accordance with policy set forth by the Secretary of the Navy,
personnel of the Department of the Navy, uniformed and civilian,
who provide information for use in the BRAC-95 process are
required to provide a signed certification that states "I certify
that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to
the best of my knowledge and belief."

The signing of this certification constitutes a representation
that the certifying official has reviewed the information and
either (1) personally vouches for its accuracy and completeness
or (2) has possession of, and is relying upon, a certification
executed by a competent subordinate.

Each individual in your activity generating information for the
BRAC-95 process must certify that information. Enclosure (1) is
provided for individual certifications and may be duplicated as
necessary. You are directed to maintain those certifications at
your activity for audit purposes. For purposes of this
certification sheet, the commander of the activity will begin the
certification process and each reporting senior in the Chain of
Command reviewing the information will also sign this
certification sheet. This sheet must remain attached to this
package and be forwarded up the Chain of Command. <Copies must be
retained by each level in the Chain of Command for audit
purposes. '

I certify the information contained herein is accurate and
complete to the best of my knowledge and belief.

ACTIVITY COMMANDER

JAMES S. PERRY, CAPT, USN J24$1bf?/fj/A£Z;b‘1‘

NAME (Please type of print) 6Vbnature v l/
OFFICER IN CHARGE 1/27/95
Title Date

WHITE OAK DETACHMENT
DAHLGREN DIVISION
Activity NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER




Gaining Base: NAVAL RESEARCH LABORATORY
CHESAPEAKE BEACH DETACHMENT

Table 3-A (4): Supporting Data

a. Other One-Time Unique Costs.
a. (1) Community Infrastructure Impacts.

Cost FY  Location Description
None

a. (2) Other Unique One-Time Costs.

Cost  EY Description
$100K 97 Miscellaneous permits, environmental control and installation costs

b. Other One-Time Unique Savings.

Cost FY Description
None

c. Environmental Mitigation.

Cost FY Description
None

d. Miscellaneous Recurring Costs.

Annual Cost FY Description
None

e. Miscellaneous Recurring Savings.

Annual Savings FY Description
None

f. Land Purchases.

Cost No. of Acres FY Description

None
Annapolis Site UIC 61533
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 6 Dec 1994

3-16R Enclosure (3)




Table 3-A (4): Dynamic Base Information

Gaining Base Name: NAVAL RESEARCH LABORATORY
CHESAPEAKE BEACH DETACHMENT
L e |
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total
_ﬁ_l

One-Time 0 100 0 0 0 0 100
Unique
Costs

b | One-Time 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unique
Savings

¢ | Environ. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mitigation

d | Misc. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Recurring
Costs

e | Misc. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Recurring
Savings

f | Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Purchases

Annapolis Site UIC 61533
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 6 Dec 1994

3-17R Enclosure (3)




Table 3-B (4): MILCON Requirements

Gaining Base Name: NAVAL RESEARCH LABORATORY

CHESAPEAKE BEACH DETACHMENT
Category (Unit) l Conm;’:‘;f‘;n I::;ﬁ‘;‘;::[“ Comment
Requirement N

Horizontal (SY) 0 | 0 NONE

Berthing (FB) 0 0 NONE

Air Maintenance (SF) 0 0 NONE

Other Operations (SF) 0 0 NONE

Administrative (SF) 0 0 NONE

Training (SF) 0 0 NONE

Maintenance (SF) 0 0 NONE

Bachelor Quarters (SF) 0 0 NONE

Supply/Storage (SF) | 0 0 NONE

Dining Facilities (SF) I 0 0 NONE

Personnel Support (SF) 0 0 NONE

Communications (SF) 0 0 NONE

Ship Maintenance (SF) | 0 0 NONE

RDT&E (SF) I 0 0 NONE

POL Storage (BL) 0 0 NONE

Ammo Storage (SF) ‘L 0 0 NONE

Medical Facilities (SF) 0 0 NONE

Environmental " $ 0 $ o NONE

Other: ll 0 0 NONE

- $ $

- $ $

- $ $

Annapolis Site UIC 61533
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 6 Dec 1994

3-18R Enclosure (3)
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Gaining Base: ANNAPOLIS, MD - LEASED SPACE

Table 3-A (5): Supporting Data

a. Other One-Time Unique Costs.
a. (1) Community Infrastructure Impacts.

Cost FY  Location Description

None

a. (2) Other Unique One-Time Costs.
Cost FY Description
None

b. Other One-Time Unique Savings.

Cost FY Description
None

c. Environmental Mitigation.

Cost FY Description
None

d. Miscellaneous Recurring Costs.

Annual Savings FY Description
$1,000K 97 These costs accomodates the Joint Spectrum Center (a

non-DoN Command). The $1M recurring cost is for the
134 Joint Spectrum Center employees to be housed in a
co-located site with the approximately 700 contractor
personnel already at the ADM Cochran Blve site in
Annapolis. The recurring $1M does not include any costs
for the 700 personnel already located off the NSWC-
Annapolis site.

e. Miscellaneous Recurring Savings.

Annual Savings FY Description
None

f. Land Purchases.
Cost No. of Acres FY Description

None
Annapolis Site UIC 61533
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 6 Dec 1994
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Table 3-A (5): Dynamic Base Information

Gaining Base Name: ANNAPOLIS, MD - LEASED SPACE

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total

One-Time
Unique
Costs

b | One-Time ’ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Unique
Savings

¢ | Environ.
Mitigation

]

d | Misc. 1,000 0 0 0 0 1,000
Recurring

Costs
e | Misc. ll 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Recurring
Savings

(=
&
=)
—
=
=
=)

f | Land
Purchases

Note: The "Annapolis, MD-Leased Space" recurring costs are discussed in Paragraph 2.F on
page 2-39

Annapolis Site : UIC 61533
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 6 Dec 1994
3-20R Enclosure (3)




Table 3-B (§): MILCON Requirements

Gaining Base Name: ANNAPOLIS, MD - LEASED SPACE

______________.—__.—____4
Category (Unit) Comieu:n ‘;e:;“:’l'r‘:;:g:‘ Comment
l Requirement

Horizontal (SY) 0 0 NONE

Berthing (FB) 0 0 NONE

Air Maintenance (SF) 0 0 NONE

Other Operations (SF) 0 0 NONE

Administrative (SF) 0 0 NONE

Training (SF) 0 0 NONE

Maintenance (SF) 0 0 NONE

Bachelor Quarters (SF) 0 0 NONE

Supply/Storage (SF) 0 0 NONE

Dining Facilities (SF) 0 0 NONE

Personnel Support (SF) 0 0 NONE

Communications (SF) 0 0 NONE

Ship Maintenance (SF) 0 0 NONE

RDT&E (SF) 0 0 NONE

POL Storage (BL) 0 0 NONE

Ammo Storage (SF) 0 0 NONE

Medical Facilities (SF) 0 0 NONE

Environmental $ 0 $ 0 NONE

Other: 0 0 NONE

- $ $

- $ $

- $ $
Annapolis Site UIC 61533
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 6 Dec 1994
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- ERT 1
Reference: SECNAVNOTE 11000 of 08 December 1993

In accordance with policy set forth by the Secretary of the Navy, personnel of the
Department of the Navy, uniformed and civilian, who provide information for use in the BRAC-
95 process are required to provide a signed certification that states "I certify that the information
contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief."

The signing of this certification constitutes a representation that the certifying official has
reviewed the information and either (1) personally vouches for its accuracy and completeness or
(2) has possession of, and is relying upon, a certification executed by a competent subordinate.

Each individual in your activity generating information for the BRAC-95 process must
certify that information. Enclosure (1) is provided for individual certifications and may be
duplicated as necessary. You are directed to maintain those certifications at your activity for
audit purposes. For purposes of this certification sheet, the commander of the activity will begin
the certification process and each reporting senior in the Chain of Command reviewing the
information will also sign this certification sheet. This sheet must remain attached to this
package and be forwarded up the Chain of Command. Copies must be retained by each level in
the Chain of Command for audit purposes.

I certify that the information contained herein is accurate and complete to the best of my
knowledge and belief.

ACTIVITY COMMANDER
< /
GEORGE FLLOCK b
NAME (Please type or print) Signature
lonel Air Forc mmander 25 JAN 1995
Title Date

Joint Spectrum Center

Activity

BSAT Scenario 3-20-0198-035A

NSWC-Annapolis UIC: 61533




BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEV . OPMENT DATA CALL
ATTACIIMENT 1: BASELOADING DATA

Acllvity: 61533 NSWC CARDEROCK DIV DET ANNAFOLIS
PARY 1: MANPOWER DATA - (10ST AND TENANTS. Tie date is provided to sailsi you ln identifying nulitasy billets and clvilian positions which wi:l cither be relocted o
eliminated a5 a result cf dosiie orrealignmient. Officer (01°F), Bnlistod (ENL) ard Chilian (C1V)numbers seflect end strength, not o-board counts. The l'la.nncd Parce Shuchiie
Reduction” column repiesen s the difference between projocted “Beginning of Y 1994" and projexted “Rad of FY 201" end sheength. The saurce “_‘ thls data is the
DUPERS/NAVCOMPT/CMC dits bases in supportof the BY 1996/1397 QSD Subsmit. Review this lst and mike acy nocessury amaations, lnchiding the addl(.mn.m delciton of
Fines of data 1o accurately sclloct tho hodt and cnant population. Notu that Mifitary Stulents (§'IU) u_um»bc sbown a» atn Average (.)nrl!oard (AOB)..counl. Ia ngnlﬂc:mt stndent
populationis located a: the activily, thea all stadents neediv beidentifiad in diis table. Stidant Gate neot only be peuvided for the “Faad of FY 2001 column of the table. If any

numbers ate chaeged, plesse p:ovile a revised set of tomabh at the ead of ihe Bsling.

RUCTURE CWANGES KMD FY 2001
vIC KAMA Cmr ory “2: 'xcltf’,s t ¥ 14 o!:'r L v 3TV orry | -} Ly
61533 NSWC CARDEROCK DIV DET COMMNAVSEASYS 2 o 0 C 0 ] ] 0 A 0 0
61533 NSWC CARDEROCK COMNAVSEASYS 0 0 125 C 0 0 -307 0 0 v 410
ADD COTALH ¢ 2 6 135 [} -1 0 -307 v ! e d18
f
NOTE 2.
Note 1. The base loading data shown above does not include the Joint Spectrum Center (formerly the
Electromagnetic Compatibility Center) a DoD tenant activity at the Annapolis Site. ' (See Annapolis Data
Call #1)
Planned Force
Major Begin FY96 Structure Change End FY2001
» VUlC NAME Claimant Off Enl Civ Stu Off Enl Civ Stu Off Fnl Civ Stu
FFGSNO Joint Spectrum Center DoD 117 8 115 0O 0 0 0 0 11 8 115 0
Note 2. Force Stiucture change of 307 personnel shown for the Annapolis Detachment consists of a transter of
294 personnel and related facilities to the NSWC/Carderock Site in FY96 under BRAC 91. and a workload
draw-down of 13 personnel at the Annapolis Site between FY 97 and FY 2001.
Note 2A: See Attachment Il, DJD 018

1R 12 Dec 1994
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BRAC-95 SCENARIO'DEV JPMENTDATA CALL
ATTACHMENT 1;: BASB LOADING DATA

PART 5 TOTAL PACILITY SQUARB FEET. This is the totul Class 2 fuzility squase fect, sacluding (amilz housing, MWR and utilitics, as repouted Jr the Naval Fucibtics Asscts
Deta Dase (NFADB). This figare is usod in detesmining the number of square feet which will be “dhut down” as a result of the dlosare action.

Total 'aol!lty Aquare Teot (in thoussnds) 629°

PART 6: BASE OPERATING SUPPORT (305) COST DATA. This s the total BOS costsccpored for tho hdst and tenanf actvitles in Dewa Cafl 66. Pleas: ruview dils data and

enauce thal It la comlstent with FY 1996 OSD Subenl¢ bodget deta. W BOS cost data ne=ds tobe revised, specidc revistons slouM be roted on a revised copy of the spprepriate Data
Coll 66 wable(s), whivh should then be returmned with ifds cata cafl wesgonse.

(Lol 0..‘,0‘&""' oo ~ow l)n()l‘ arete LR R X A) 'l‘)’l,\l‘ rer eo
MAJOR RPMA  RIMA  OBOS  qEOS WPMA  HPMA  OROS  ORGS  RPMA  RPMA ODOS  OBOS
uic NAME CLAMANT NONPAY PAY  NONPAY  PAY NONPAY PAY NONFTAY PYAY NORIPAY PAY NONPAY  PAV

Vit ) ) 3 ] ¢ P17 (S 71 ] m—mm

TOTALE) [ ’ ) o ol 2700 960 wee onsl s 173 s0es "’le

Note 3. See Attachment I, DJD 01, Question 3.

2R 12 Dec 1994
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BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVEI ~~ENT DATA CALL
"ATTACHMENT 1: ' BAt  ADING DATA

LA*T 1 CONTRACT WORKYBARDATA. This ls the iotal coatsact warkyear duta reported by the hoss aod benarg activities in Deta Call 66. Please revicw this dats, cspecialiy
s columhis regarding contract workyears which will éithes be climinated or tronsfernsd a3 & result of the closmrchreatipmmnent acilon. Sum of woikgears transfened + efininated 4
reanbiing at activity must eqoal Total Contract Workyears. Aanotate corrections as necessary.

TOTAL NO. OF WORK- NO. OF WORK- NO. OF WORK-
AJOR CONTRACT YEARS TOBX YEARSTO BN YEARS XEMANING

¢ n'nm l‘tAN]‘ WORKVEARS THANSFER®ED ELIMINATED ATACTIVITY '

1533 CARDERQCK OV PET CONINAVSEASYS 101° 17 20 ¢
5
TOTALY» 101 17 20 ?
Nots: § Ses Attachment ii, DJD 05,
3R 12 Dec 1994
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ATTACHMENT Il -- BASE STRUCTURE ANALYSIS TEAM (BSAT)

REQUESTS FOR CLARIFICATION

BSAT Control Number Date

DJD 01
None
DJD 03
DJD 04
None
DJD 06

DJD 07

DJD 08

DJD 09

DJD 010
DJD 011
DJD 012
DJD 013
DJD 014
DJD 015
DJD 016
DJD 017
DJD 018
DJD 019
DJD 020
DJD 021
DJD 022
DJD 023
DJD 024
DJD 025
DJD 026

29 Nov 94
30 Nov 94
29 Nov 94
30 Nov 94
01 Dec 94
02 Dec 94

02 Dec 94
03 Dec 94
03 Dec 94
05 Dec 94
05 Dec 94
05 Dec 94
06 Dec 94
06 Dec 94
06 Dec 94
07 Dec 94
07 Dec 94
07 Dec 94
07 Dec 94
07 Dec 94
08 Dec 94
08 Dec 94
09 Dec 94
12 Dec 94
13 Dec 94
13 Dec 94

Comments

Referred to as DJD 02

Referred to as DJD 05

Complete resubmission of Scenario #3-
20-0198-035A. Not included as part of
this Attachment.

ATTACHMENT H
22 Dec 94
Il-1R




BSAT REQUEST FOR CLARIFICATION -- DJD 01

ATTACHMENT II
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TO
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el

REQUEST FOR CLARIFICATICN

BASH STRUCTURH ANALYSIS TEAM (BSAT)
Conitsol ¥: DJD 0} Date: sent: 29 Nov 94
Activlity: NSWC Cardesock Div (Annapolix)
ATIN: sim Logon or Jofith Atkias Fax: 703-602-054)

CLARWICATION { CORRBCTION REQUASTED fes Sconasio Develo'med Dnh Call # 3-20-0198-035:

This fax Is to iaform you that I have asked Mr. Richerd Motroy to provido the following:

1. Abreskout (by type of coniract) of the $17M of contiach enmination comts on p.2-24.

2. An liemizadon of tho $1,100K of moving. instalistion & ccification of computes systcms on p-2-135. Arc Wero more
campwiern being cosied Bore than the eno meinfinec for the mon-Navy saant?

3. A rcaolufion of the two total facility spncc figercs (629 KSI* on p.2-32 & 614 KSFin Acudmcnl 1)

I ncod fie folicwing additlonal kiformstion as well { | Bave nod conveyed this 1o Mr. Mercy yot'.

). Tm gusssing that the $IM securving cost for the non-Navy jenamt Is for aB the Joint Spectrom center’s peuoml (o be howscd
off-bass (approximatcly 840 peopls according o CDR Widker). | uced the aanunl lease cont for only the spprpimaicly 140
enployccs cuvenlly at the Asnapolis site,

2. Why is the $255K 10 motbbal the Decp Ocean Presswsc Facllity & securring coss (p2-29)?

1 noed tuls information by COB foday.
i Mm . Don DoYovsg  (703) 681-0478 .
This Ind; mdon acodcd srgeady. Roguest you rrsposd With chiflcation commacats (bdow) or cotrectcd pago(s).

FAX pmhmg.z wesponsc Brocdy lo the BSAT st (’I!!) 7562174 Then, send your offichal wesponse, propesty certitied,
throug d for cestifiction nad fwthes forwarding 10 the BSAT. Offiial drcumeseadon swst he etnined to
SUPPOYT YU responss nnd bc avaliablc for valdation by o Naval Audit Scrvico.
Renl
o See the aftached pages as follows for the answers to the above questions: pg 2-17R --Queslion #2; Pg
2 24R --Question #1; pg 2-25R --Question #2; pg 2-29R --Questions 1(new) & 2(New) and Attachment

--Question #3. In regard to the questions related to the DoD Joint Spectrum Center (JSC), responses
above reflect the full extent of information provided in the JSC's certified response.

//?Zrc\'( S. A /(’/\l/))/\//:) L/N\fklc U//{ (5('/) )’}‘/ ‘(/;3,/ Yz ,{"22 //‘/“:'
T Name Code Commrcial Phose ¢ Dato
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BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL
ENCLOSURE (2) - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS

Table 2-B (5): Disposition of Personnel and Equipment - Summary

From Losing Base: NSWC - Appapobs
To Gaining Base: Anpapolis. MD - Leased Space (Sce Note Below Table 2-B(5)
N N R
Officer Billets 0 1 0 ) . 0 0 11
Ealisted Billets # 0 8 0 0 0 0 8
Civilian Posiuons w 0 115 0 0 0 0 115
Military Students 0 0 0 o] 0 0 0
R Lew
Tons of Mission 0 See Note 0 ) 0 0 See Note ‘
Equipment Below Below 2 'V-? 1/ §
Tons of Support ’L ¢ | See Now 0 0 0 o | SesNow fi] cRwW
Equipment Below Bolow nfag A
Number of Light 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Vehicles
Number of Heavy 0 Q 0 0 0 0 0
Vehicles
NOTE: This accomodates the Electromagneuc Frequeacy Sprectum Management facility, presently a Tenant at the NSWC
Anaapolis Site. It is a fully DoD owned and operated acuvity. These personnei and equipment reflect the "tenant” levels of ths
acuvity and are not of the NSWC Annapolis Siste end strengths.
Supporting Data for Table 2-B (5).
Type of Equipment/Vehicles Rationale for Relocating
R
NOTE: Cost of moving mission and support equipment was provided by the Joint LKW
Spectrum Center and is included in Item 2-F.c.3 on page 2-25R. w/anfey
Annapolis Site UIC 61533
Scenario 3-20-0198-035 _30 Nov 1994
2.17R 2g
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BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL
ENCLOSURE (2) - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS

Table 2-F: Dyvnamic Base Information

Complete the following "Supporting Data"
section. Then, summarize this data in the Summary Data Table (2-F) that immediately
follows this "Supporting Data" section. Show all entries in ($000).

Table 2-F: Supporting Data:

a. Other One-Time Unique Costs.
Identify any other one-time unique costs at the losing base which will not be calculated
automatically by the COBRA algorithms (as noted in the Introduction section). Examples
include use of temporary office space, lease termination costs, etc. Only costs directly
attributable 1o the closure/realignment acuon should be idenufied. This area shouid not be

used to identify routine moving or personnel costs, which are calculated automatically by the

COBRA algorithms. nor should it be used to identify one-time unique moving costs which
will be addressed separately in item c. below. For each unique one-tirne cost, identify the

amount, year in which the cost will be incurred and describe the natre of the cost. Do not
double count any costs identified on Gaining Base tables (Enclosure (3)).

Losing Base: NSWC - Annapolis:

Cost_ EY Description
1. $11,200K 1996 Contract termination costs; BEST ESTIMATE due to varying
contract types and termination dates
$ 4700K 1997 SEE NOTE BELOW. ™M
S 1.000K 1998 u ,aq )qg’

2. $2973K 1999 Depreciation of Capital Equipment: Assumed constant since
Data Call #66

3.8 15K 1996 Close Library, pack & ship books and periodicals to NSWC,
Philadelphia

NOTE: Based on total contracting icad executed by the supply department (excludes =
public works contracts) for Annapolis in FY94. Assumes termination of contracts for PSM
the convenience of the government and 5-percent escalation per year. Includes 100- ECYEL]
percent of the vaiue of firm fixed price contracts, S-percent of the value of cost/time
reimbursable and material services contracts, and 3-percent of the value of indefinite
delivery/quantity contracts. Reflects estimated contracting load of Post BRAC 93

Annapolis functions and 50/20/5-percent phase out of contracting load.

Annapolis Site UIC 61533
Scenario 3-20-0198-035 }J Nov 1994
2-24 R 29 W--5



BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL
ENCLOSURE (2) - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS

b. Other One-Time Unique Savings. Idenufy any other one-time unique savings at the
fosing base which wiil not be calculated automaucally by the COBRA algorithms (as noted in
the Introduction secuon). Examples include net proceeds to DoD resulting trom an existing
MOU with a state or local government. one-time environmental compliance cost avoidances.
etc. This area shouid not be used to identify routine moving or personnel savings. which are
calculated automatically bv the COBRA aigorithms. Do not include Construction Cost
Avoidances (which were identified in a separate data call). or Procurement Cost Avoidances
(which are covered under item 1. below). For each savings. 1dentify the amount, year in which
it will occur and describe the nature ot the savings. Only savings directly attributable 10 the
closure/realignment action should be idenufied. Do not double count any savings identitied
on Gaining Base tables (Enclosure (3)).

Losing Base: NSWC - Annapolis
Cost FY Description
1. None

c. One-Time Unique Moving Costs.
The COBRA algorithms use standard packing and shipping rates to calculate the cost of
transporting equipment and vehicles. Identify here only those unique moving costs associated
with movements out of the losing base that would be incurred in_addition to standard packing
and shipping costs associated with tonnage and vehicles identfied in Table 2-B. Exampies
of unique moving costs include packing, special handling or recalibration of specialized
laboratory or industrial equipment: movement of special materials, etc. If unique costs
identified here include packing and shipping costs, then ensure that tonnage for this "unique"
equipment is not included under the Mission and Support equipment identified in Table 2-B.
For each cost included in the table above, identify the amount. year in which the cost wiil be
incurred. the name ot the gaining base and a brief description of the cost.

Losing Base: NSWC - Annapolis

Cost EY  Gaining Base Description
1. $600K 1997 NSWC - White Oak Disassemblyof Electromagnetic
Large Scale Model & reassembly
& Calibration at NSWC - White Oak

28 4K 1997 NSWC - Disassemble. pack, ship, and
Philadelphia reassemble specialized training equipment "2
3.81.100K 1997 Annapolis. MD Move of all Joint Spectrum Center property including LRW
Leased Space installation and certrfication of the mainframe computer.| 1 |2+ |
Joinr .gpe“:.mu CaNTER R
Note: "Annapohs MD Leased Space” corresponds to the Eleetre CRw
rgerrerTacHRyY, a Non-DoN tenant activity at this site. oia={ ¢
Annapolis Site UIC 61533
Scenario 3-20-0198-035 20 Nov 1994

2-.25 K AY
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BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL
ENCLOSURE (2) - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS

f. Misceilaneous Recurring Costs. [denuty any other recurnng costs at the losing
base which will not be calculated automatically by the COBRA algorithms (as noted in the
Introduction section). e.g., new leases of faciiiies or equipment. eic. For each cost. identify
the amount. vear in which the cost will begin and describe the nature of the cost. Onlv costs
directly attributable to the closure/realignment acuion shouid be idenufied. (Do not inciude
changes in non-payroll BOS. Family Housing Operations. nousing allowances or CHAMPUS
costs. all of which are calculated by other COBRA algorithms.) Do not double count changes
in Mission costs shown above. Do not double count any costs idenufied on Gaining Base

tables (Enciosure (3)).
Losing Base: NSWC - Annapolis

Annual Cost FY  Description

I. § 255K All  Mothball cost tor Deep Ocean Pressure Facility SEE NOTE 1. (R
LRW
2. $1.000K All  Cost of leasing office space in Annapolis area for Joint /el %
Spectrum Center SEE NOTE & NOTE 2. &

NOTE: The “"Lease Costs* accommodates the Jow Spectrum Censer. presently a tenant at the NSWC Annapolis Site. It is 2 DOD owned , R L&V
apd operated acuvity. wfary

NOTE 1. The recumng cost provides basic services (environmental controis) to the specific area housing the Deep Ocaan
Pressure facility. The environmental controls are required 1o maintain the future cervfiability of this high prassure tank system.
Environmental Controls consist of maintaining facility temperature sufficiently above the freezing point of water 1n Winter to

preciude the possibility of damage due to the expansion of frozen water. purging of and piacing a nitrogen blanket In the gaseous LRW
portions of the system to prevent the possibility of commosion within pipes, and control of humidity throughout the facility to control R u/& 9/
the rate of corrosion on the extenor portions of the facility. This cost was obtainea from a proportionate allocation of cost to retain
in a ‘reserve’ status from the Detailed Inventory of Naval Shore faciiities (NAVFAC P-164).

NOTE 2. The $1 M recumng cost is for the 134 Joint Spectrum Canter (u3C) paersonnei 1o be housed at a collocated site with the
approximately 700 contractor personnei aiready at Admiral Cochran Bivd in Annapolis. The recuming $1M does not include any
costs for the 700 personnel aiready at that site.

g. Miscellaneous Recurring Savings. Idenufy any other recurring savings at the
losing base which will not be calculated automatically by the COBRA algorithms (as noted in
the Introduction section), e.g., elimination ot leases of facilities or equipment, etc. For the
savings, identify the amount. year in which each will begin and describe the natwre ot the
savings. Only savings direcdy attributable to the closure/realignment action should be
identified. (Do not include changes in non-payroll BOS, Family Housing Operations. housing
allowances, CHAMPUS costs or salary savings for eliminated positions/billets, all of which
are calculated by other COBRA algorithms.) Do not double count changes in Mission Costs
shown above. Do not double count any savings identitied on Gaining Base tables (Enclosure

(3)).

Losing Base: NSWC - Annapolis

Annual Savings FY Description
I None
Annapolis Site UIC 61533
Scenario 3-20-0198-035 20 Nov 1994

2-30 29 N7
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HOV-20-8¢ WED 12:40

Department of the Navy
Base Structure Analysis Team @j&

Facsimile Transmission
Cover Shest

/(/.,QJC. ,/U/JA/%M s \D&?D W

Date: 30 November 1954
m .
From: Don DaYoung :
¥ QOffice: (703) 681-0478
1 Fax:  {703) 756-2174

To:  Jim Logan or Judith Atidns
Org: Naval Sea Systems Gommand

Office;

Fax: 703-602-0541
Messgsage:
1. Using e function catagoriee i1 the sttached table, identifv — for both atematives -
- the categories of proposec moved and elimingled tillsts. Show moved and
eliminsted saparately. Also, group the FY38 baseline manscwer cata ~ shown in
Teble 2-D of the scenario raspansas — i the sama function categoriss.

2. Provide the folicwing informetien far the Joint Specrum Canter.
- number ot officer, enlisted, miltary student, civilian positions to be reiocated.
- cost of moving oply the mainframe compuisr
- $ of square {aat of isased spaca required to accommodate tha 134 parsannel

moving.
3. | nsad this data by 1600 todsy.

Numnber of Pages (neluding cover page): 2 Il - 10
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SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35 AND SCENARIO 3-20-0158-35aA
Reference: No Control Number Provided

-~

L.

Receipt of Request: 1240 Hrs
Due Time: 1600 Hrs

Using the function categories in the attached table,
identify - for both alternatives - the categories of
proposed moved and eliminated billets. Show moved and
eliminated separately. Also, group the FY%6 baseline
manpower data - shown in Table 2-D of the scenario responses
- in the same function categories.

Response: The table provided for the respcnse included a
discrimination between the infrastructure crganizations and
the technical operation personnel. Z2oth the baseline
scenario and the alternative scenaric provide for the
elimination of all :infrasrtructure personnel. Please see
attached summary taple fcr the respective comparisons.

orovide the following information for the Joint Spectrum

Center:

a.

O

What is the number of officer, enlisted, military student,
civilian positions to be relocated?

Response: Per Table 2B(5)

Officers 11
Enlisted 8
Civilian 115

Military Students 0
What is the moving only the main frame computer?

Response: Per your request, we have contacted the Joint
Spectrum Center to obtain the information. They have
advised that the estimate of $1.1M includes the movement of
all their facilities to a leased space at Arnapolis. Due to
the nature of their pusiness, we were unable to obtain any
additional information or break-outs cf eguipment, etc.

What is the number cf square feet of leased space required
to accomodate the 134 personnel moving?

Response: The Joint Spectrum Center currently occupies
chirty-six thousand 36,000} square ZIset at NSWC-Annapolis.
It is understood it intends to lease zhe same amount of
space for those functions potentially being displaced from
the Annapolls site.

l--12




NSWC-Annapolis UIC: 61533

JSC 11/30/94

3-20-0198-035

3-20-0198-035A

| Start |Moved | Elim | '_Start [Moved | Eiim
|Command (CO. XO,TD. etc.) 2 1 1 2 1 1
‘Comotroller 0 0O | 0 0 0 0
Admin 1 0 1] 1 0 1
Human Resourses 2 0 l 2 2 0 2
Supply Management 7 0 7 7 0 7
Consolidated Computational
Computer Support 0 0 0 0 0 0
Information Systems and
Communications 1 0 1 1 0 1
Safety/OSH/Environmental 4 0 4 4 0 4
’Phgysical Security 9 0 9 9 0 9
Public Works/Staff Civil Engr 30 0 30 30 0 30
Fire Protection 0 0 0 0 0 0
Medical/Dental 0 0 0 0 0 0
Military Support 0 Q 0 0 0 0
Air/Waterfront Operations 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0
Technical Operations 376 175 201 376 280 96
Total 432 176 256 432 281 151
page 2 V"™

il--13
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SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35 AND SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35A
Reference: Control #DJD 03

In comparing the scenario response and its accomanying

alternative, I see that the contract termination costs for both
scenarios are exactly the same.

a.

Why do these costs remain the same when the altermative
retains R&D functions that the scenario response does not?

Respecnse: The cost crofile was based upon kest estimate of
FYS4 paseline data crojections to FY98. Though it is
natural t—o assume some decreases could be cbtained, any
percentage decrease assumed at this time would be purely
speculative. Given additional analysis time, an accurate
response could be provided with the appropriate
certification.

Since you are transferring R&D functions to Philadelphia,
Carderock, White Oak, and NRL, why wouldn’‘t these contracte
be modified to change the service site or shipping location?

Response: Per the below discussion, contracts would be
structured after "closure" determination to minimize
terminations and increase the use of multiple service sites
and/or shipping locations.

If termination costs will be required, each contract
requiring such action must be provided with a detailed
description of what is being purchased, why it is more
economical to terminate, the total contract value and unpaid
balance, and methodology for estimating termination costs.

Response:
a. The response provided by the BRAC Scenarios 3-20-0198-

035 and 3-20-0198-035A included the below assumptions:

- The FY94 Contracts baseline would remain the same
level of magnitude and contract lengths;
- The termination costs were defined per the types
of contracts;
(1) . Indefinate Quantity (IDIQ), both Cost Plus
Fixed Fee (CPFF) and Firm Fixed Price (FFP),
were given a 3% termination fee;

(2). CPFF were given a 5% terminatiocn fee;

(3} . Cost Reimbursable were given a 3% termination
fee;

(4) . FFP were given a 100% terminaticn fee; and

(5). Time and Materials were given a 5%

termination fee.
- Due to time constraints, the distribution cf FY94

1
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COontryacts catween T2 £ost zRAC 1 retainad
functTicns =na e Lrasent In-poard functisns were
assumed - ce =venl, 4iscrizuted, L.=2. FYo4
ZONtracting Talues ware na.ved DY Tnls analysis.
- 2ost ©YS4 CInTracrting _zvels were =scCalacted kv 5%
cer ~rzar “Ir inilation )
- The contracIiinT 12vels wers chased downwars Srom
~he ‘'scart I c_osure" lzvels Ttz "zero" vy FY99
b. The requested <etailed c2st analysis for the most cost
affective cpricn <©I 'terminaticn’ Tversus realliznment of
~he contract -2 tha Thiladelphia site reguires zhe
axaminaticn ¢I =2ach tontract —nat will be in existence
at the time <2 letting/terminatzcn. The bkaseline data

impacting desired rasulting analyses Include =nowledge
of the type cI contract, the duration/type of the

deliverables, the ccmpany oproviding the product and/or
services, and :the Izreknewledge at the availability of
-he collateral Zunctzons 2 the Fhiladelpnia sita.
This analysis will require &t _zast Zwo weeks c:

detailed work =y the Ceontracts staff.

c. It should be noted that upon alertment of firm closure
of the Annapolis Site, the Command would phase the

contract types to minimize termination costs and dﬁ#ﬂ
\'

increase the potential for direct @ :transfer of
deliverables with minimal increased costs.

Question 2: Why can't the existing fire testing facilities at NRL
do all of the work identified in the scenaric responses? NRL has
extensive fire test facilities, including the Fire Research
Eaclosure (10,000 cu.ft.) and ex-US8 SHADWELL (9,000 tons) test
bed.

The existing fire testing facilities at NRL do not duplicate
and are not adequate for the intermediate-scale fire testing work
identified in the scenario response. The Fire Research Enclosure
(Fire-1) (located at Chesapeake Beach Detachment) and the ex-USS
SHADWELL (located in Mobile, AL) are extremely large-scale, custom-
built, and specialized facilities dedicated to validate and certify
full-scale ship fire scenarios for active and passive fire
protection systems. The other existing facilities at NRL are
large-scale burn chambers, which are not suitable to perform
intermediate-scale fire <«esting without nodification. However,
these burn chambers are rnecessary in their present configurations
to meet existing Navy requirements. The other facilities at
Chesapeake Beach are prirmarily open building spaces, which do not
contain the specialized intermediate-scale equipments being
transferred from NSWC, Carderock Divisicn, Special Area (NIKE Site)
as identified in <the scenario responses. This specialized
equipment includes: a room-size <calorimeter, a large-scale,

2
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custemized variable heat rise furnace, :nd two intermediate scale
burn chambers containing accessories, controls and asscciated
instrunmentation needed to operate them. The unused building space
at NRL/CBD can be easily nodified tc nouse the zforementicned
specialized equipment, <that is necessary <o eXecute the
intermediate-scale fire testing function/requirenent.
Intermediate~-scale fire testing 1s a ccst-effective means Tt screen
and sslect fire protecticn systenm altarnatives, which are then
validated and certified with a2ssociateZ nhigher test ccsts in the
full-scale NRL facilities (Fire-1 and ex-USS SHADWELL).

(x)
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REQUEST FOR CLARIIICATION

e 23C

BASE STRUCTURE ANAILYSIS TEAM (BSA'T)

Conuaol #: DID 04
Aclivity: NSWC Cardemick Div (Annupolis)
! AYTN Jhn Logan of Yudith Atkins fax: 703-602-0541

‘Duto sent; 30 Nov 94

CLARIBICATION / CORRRCTION REQUESTED for Scesatio Deyelopment Duta Call # 3-20-0208-035 and 3SA:

1. NSWC Carferack hs very capablo Deo Submergence Pressure Tanks that e also funded by the same Navy and aon-Navy ,
gpousars es the Deep Occan Machinery andl Vehicles Pressure Slmnlation Fasility at Aanapolis. Explain whnt functious (he Deep

QOcoun Facility performs that the Decp Subniergénce Preasare Yonks ot Cacderack can’( perfonn g ;
2. Bxplais why the Navy mest maletain the futwe certiflabllity of the Annagolls fcilily.

3. Udou’s undetsiangd "resorve status.” 1s B the e ac “mothholl stans”7

4. Cao’t the caviranuental conirols sciwhied for futwe certifiability he relaxcd i dhc gases und fluids in the Annagolis (acility
were bled? I so, how would that affect the cos: eatimate for "mothballing"?

5. When wos the Annapolis facifity bullt?

6. Who Lnds tie Jolut Spectrum Cenier?

I nced (his hvrmation by 1100, 1 Decesniber,

OMSN Hgf?:@@ 1z

el

Don De¥oung  (703) 581-0478

NOTR! i on i§ adcd urgently. Request you respond with chuilication commeta (below) or correeted page(s).
PAX a pivtiminury ccaponse. diccctly o the DSAT at (703) 756-2174. Thea, sead yow officiol responso, properly aeetitled,
thvough yaur chain of cenunand for cotlification and furthor forwarding to the BSAT. Oficlul documentetinn nwsf be retained 1o

supporé your sesponse and be available for valldaion by the Naval Audit Service.
Reply:

) F(\S( v"f A#ﬂ (/p’/ /)" ""5 fyl,— ) i - T T g

- &) MiddlfeLon My Metrey ota/o/ Fef-227-3/86 YUY
Name Cade Commerclat Phone # Date \

oc -1
E/E'd
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Scenaric Development Data Call # 3-20-0148-035/a
CLARIFICATION/CORRECTION REQUEST
Reference: BSAT Control #: DAD 04

Received: 0824 Hrs On 12/1/94

Due: 1100 Hrs On 12/1/9%4

1. "NSWC Carderock has very capable Deep Submergence Pressure
Tanks that are also funded by the same Navy and non-Navy
sponsors as the Deep Ocean Machinery and Vehicles Pressure
Simulation Facility at Annapolis. Explain what functions the
Deep Ocean Facility performs that the Deep Submergence
Pressure Tanks at Carderock can’t perform?"

Response:

The Annapolis and Carderock site operations are funded
under the DBOF program. As noted in your question, some of
the funding is provided by the US Navy programs and cther from
the commercial base (both domestic and foreign). However, as
noted in the responses to the below questions, the difference
in the testing capabilities usually provides for different
customer bases.

A summary of the primary differences between the
Annapolis Deep Ocean Machinery and Vehicle Pressure Simulation
Facility and the pressure vessels at the Carderock Site are
provided in the attached table. As may be noticed, one of the
most important distinctions is that the Annapolis facility is
both man-rated and performs hard cycling. The concept of
"hard cycling" versus "soft cycling" is explained at the
bottom of the table. Hard cycling is required for the testing
of machinery and manned vehicle systems.

In addition, the Annapolis facility capability tc place
large horizontal vehicles (both manned and unmanned) undexr
certified "man safe" conditions is unequaled. In addition,
the temperature controlled feature combined with very deep
pressures provides the ability to test deep ocean connectors
(as recently performed for AT&T). A recent example of the
utility of the Annapolis facility capability is the closure of
the United Kingdom’s smaller and less capable systems with the
intent to utilize the facility which the NSWC Carderock
Division wishes to retain at the Annapolis site.

The deep pressure vessels located at the Cardercck Site
are equally unique in their ability to conduct structural
testing of advanced hull shapes and materials. Their ability
to perform dynamic and static pressure loading on vertically
oriented models replicates the free field characteristcics
necessary for fatigue and fracture testing. These pressure
vessels and control systems are not capable of being modified

to perform horizontal vehicle or man-safe operations. In
Y
3-20-01%86-035/A
1 Control #:DAD 04
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for zhe -"aytical scruccural

bt
[a NS
Q

"Explain why the Navy —ust maintain the future certifibility
of the Annapolis facility."

respcnsgs

Thers are nc cther zguivalent Izcilicies i1n the western
worid that have the carzability o evaluate and qualilv
vehicles, deep ocean machinery, large size composite
structur=ss, and fiber cotic cable designs Zfor both the Navy
and commercial applicaticns at Zeep -cfean cressures.

As =tated above, zthe Annapolis Zeep Ccean Machinery and
Vehicle Zressure Simuizcticn Facility’s capability to perform
rapid pressure changes "hard cycling") under controlled water
temperature conditions {(tO ensure material properties are
being simulated as in r2al world conditions) is unique in the
Worid. <Certificaticn =nsures the capability to conduct both
manned and unmanned venicle testing safely and responsively.
Not only is it techniczlly prudent to maintain a cerrified
responsi~e capability ZIor this unique asset, it 1is necessary
to have a rapid response capability to meet emergency
investigative requirements, as in the Thresher investigation
and related manned submersible certifications.

Moot

"T don’t understand ’'reserve status.’ Is i the same as
‘mothball status‘’?"

Response:

Yes. The basic document used for estimating the cost of
moth balling does not include a category by that specific
title. The "reserve" zategory in that document, NAVFAC P-164-
Detailed Inventory of Naval Shore Facilities, is the same as
mothball, i.e. it is the category between “standby" and
"abandon” .

"Can’t the environmental controls required for future
certifibility be relaxed if the gases and fluids in the
Annapolis facility were bled? If so, how would that affect
the cost estimate for ’'mothballing’?"

Response:

It was assumed that gases and fluids wculd be bled from
the Deer Z2cean Pressurs facility equipment. With the
excepticn of the water, all other fluids (Glycol, Freon,
lubricat-zn, and hydraciic oils) are essentially preservatives
and best _eft in place o protect th2 equipment. The
temperat.re control 1s reguired Lo prevent excessive
condensazion and the freezing cf any residual fluids that

remain = the system a:t low points. P
3-20-01%98-035/A
2 Control #:DAD (4
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bR

"When was the Annapolis facility built?"

Xespcnse:
The Zacility was pullt in 1877 with =z estimated 1:ife
span cf <4 vears L.=2. 1014)

"Who funds the Joint Spectrum Center?"

bol
i

Y]
O
0"
0
0
o

The Joint a
Zlectromagneric Tl
September, 199%4. Prior tTo FY95, :thz funcing was provided
under PE 33144F {Air Force) as well as thrcugh the Industrial

' ZECF)

Tunding crogram (similar to the present IZEC

ztablished frcom the
{ECAC) in mid

Thrcugh FY95, -he Alr Force will remain the Executive
Agent for the JSC. S3Starting in FY%¢, DISA 1s scheduled to
cecome thelr executiwve agent and wi_l include the JSC
cperaticns within cheir budgert.

"0 \'-'\I
C-0198-035/A
trol #:DAD 04
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LARGE PRESSURE TANKS FEATURES
NSWC — CARDEROCK DIVISION

Site Annapolis Carderock Carderock
Geometry 10-Foot Diameter Opening, 13-Foot Diameter Opening, 10-Foot Diameter, Spherical
27 Feet in Internal Length 40 Feet in Intemal Length
Maximum 12,000 PSI 3,000 PSI 10,000 PSI
Pressure
Cycle*
Hard 0 PSI - 4,000 PSI (Max.) - 0 N/A N/A
PSI in One Minute (Rated for
2,000,000 Hard Cycles)
< Soft 11,600 PSI Pressure Differential 12,600 PSI Pressure Dif erential | 9,600 PSI Pressure Difterential

bdjoe)sr Tr@ ko~ opa

Heat Removal
Capacity (Max.)

1,500,000 BTU/HR,
Annapolis Site has 120 Ton of
Refrigeration and Associated
Support Equipment (Heat
Exchangers, Piping, High

Refrigeration Equipment is Available to Cool these Tanks to
35°F and Maintain at that Temperature Provided Tanks arc Being

|

é Pressure Circulation Pumps) in Used to Test Items that do not Generate Heat.

o Place

<

g Orientation Horizontal Vertical N/A (Spherical)

\ -

¢ 1 Construction Two Layer; Acoustically Quiet, | Multi-Layer; Not Acoustically | Multi-Layer

3 No Liner Needed Quiet, Liner Necded
i )* There are two types of Pressure Cycling. The first type, called Soft Cycling, is a patented system which allows cyclic
N testing by varying pressure within model and keep tank pressure constant. The second type, called Hard Cycling, subjects

the test object to an external pressure up to the maximum-rated capacity of the pressure tank while keeping the inside of the
test object at normal atmospheric conditions, thus permitting testing of manned vehicles.
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Pursuant to the 12/1/94 telephone direction from Mr. Decn CaYoung,
the below changes to the Attachment 1: Base Loading Data are

certified:

To correct the addition of the below components, change the
"Total Ccntract Workyears" from 102 to 1l1:

No. of Work Years To Be Transferred = 77
No. of Work Years to be Eliminated = 20
No. of work-years remaining at the activity = _4
Total Contract Workyears . =101
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SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35 AND SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35Aa
Reference: Control #DJD 07

Received: 1002 Hrs; 3 Dec 34
Due: 1500 HRS; 3 Dec 94

Previous response to RFC #DJD04 stated that the "Annapolis

facility capability to place large horizontal vehicles (both
manned and unmanned) under certified "man safe" conditions is
unequaled..."

a.

2.

When was the last time that a manned vehicle was tested in
the facility?

Response: 1983, the rPices IV vehicle.
How many times over the past five years?

Response: None. However, the facility has been used
continuously for gualifving and evaluating equipment znd
systems Zor the Navy’s Ieep submergence assets (manned and
unmanned) . The need Zor the facility lies in its ability to
support manned vehicle tests (i.e. tests while the venicle
is occupied by humans) when the requirement exists. As
there are few such vehicles, the need exists on demand vice
“production base" concepts.

What would be the risk to the Navy if the facility were
closed?

Response: At sea testing would have to be ccnducted, with
the inherent risks to human life due to potential
catastrophic failures.

where would the United RKingdom go for its testing if the
Annapolis site closed?

Response: The United Kingdom has advised the US Navy that it
had recencly "moth balled" their facility and were planning
on using che Deep Ocean Pressure Facility located at zhe
annapolis Site. The NSWC Carderock Division has no
knowledge of what alternative plans may have been discussed
or addressed by the United Kingdom.

Page 1-3 states that the capability to conduct land based high

pressure acoustic measurements of submarine ballasting would be
mothballed.

a.

Wwhat facility is this?

-

Response: The Submarine Fluid Dynamics Laboratory (refarence
BRAC 95 Zzata Call #5, Tab RB) provides for the measurement of
high pressure acoustic measurements of submarine ballast

1-
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—2st siement I velcpment <I zZvancsed submarin
scealth subsyste hase measuremenTs ars conducta2d oo
coth existing an gw Z2sign valves z=nd £izZing
coniigurztions IOTr The Turposes I rsducing the flow ncoise
ander arying valve TosSITions, DlpinI angLss, and 'necking
Sown® Tongditicns.  The aSi.lTV T ICnIuct ILow acoustLzs
under .zclated and nign gressura conilticns does nst =xist
at any government Cor commercial sic Its =stimated
replacement value 1s $S1SM.

what is the near and long term risk to the Navy for the loss
of this capability?

Response: As this 1s the cnly fZacility of i:s kind, the loss
of this capability would ke eliminats the ability to conduct
land-based ballast and piping low amtient acoustic testing.

oy, Near Term: In The neay =-erm, -ne present vehicle
radiated acoust.c amblents wou.l have =2 suffice and
any lower thresnhcld acoustic amcients due to ballasting
operations would have to be met througn the use of full
scale testing. This would most likely require "dry
docking" of an operational submarine, making the
appropriate modifications, and conducting the trials at
sea. Full scale operations could be restricted due to
the SUBSAFE certification requirements, depending upon
the extent and location of the giping/valving
modifications. If the facility is only "moth balled",
then during an emergent situaticn, it could be re-
opened for special testing.

() (D

-
-
-
-
]

(2). Long Term: In the long term, the loss of this
capability will eventually eliminate the knowledge rase
and ability to develcp advanced _ow ambient acoustiz
valves and piping wilth the resulctant Zacrease .n thsa
stealth of the submarine force.

Page 1-4 information questions:

Page 1-4 cites the elimination of the potable water supply
for Navy housing. What options can be exercised to provide
water service to the housing units?

rResponse:

The lorth Severn lavy housing L: dependent upon -he
cotable water supplisd Ty the NSWC =nnmapo..s site. The
_ocal water supplies are _nadeauate 2 SurTcort these
requlramentcs. Potentizal cptions include:
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.2)}. Ccnstruct a new gotable water treatment facility £
either a public utility or other operating agencv r
cne Navy housing units at a location off the Annapc.:is
site. As such analyses are the purview of the
NAVFACENCOM, no detalled cost analysis for this cption
nas been performed by the NSWC innapclis personnel.

~
-
p—

'2). Ccntinue the operation of the existing facilities. Ais

tne BRAC 95 Scenario guidance stated that the Annapolis

site must be closed, Option 2 was not included in the
scenarioc response.

what would be the impact of closing the fuel storage and
refueling site for the Naval Academy’'s Yard Patrol Craft?

Response: The Naval Academy would have to cobtain the
required services from another source.

Can the Academy receive this service from another source?

Lesponse: The fuel storage and refueling support functions
for the Naval Academy‘s Yard Patrol Craft is part of the
site host functions. As such, the below potential options
could be examined by either the Naval Academy or other
activity:

(1). Utilize commercial docking and refueling resources.
The technical requirements (due to fueling hose and
connection differences from commercial resources),
environmental reguirements, capacity, and related
issues would need to be examined for feasibility;

{2). Build another facility at another site. Again,
environmental and cost elements would need to be
addressed by the proper authorities.

(3). Maintain the existing facilities at the present site.
As the BRAC 95 Scenario guidance stated that the
Annapolis site must be closed, this option was not
included in the scenario response.
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REQUEST FOR CLARIFICATION
BASH STRUICTURL ANALYSIS TEAM (BSAT)

p2 33-
e R

Conpol # DD 04 Date sent: 3 Dec 94
Acilvity: NYWC Cardereck Div (Annigalis)
ATIN: Jin Logan or Judith Atkins Fax: 703-602-054)

=0
LAY

- -
»

OMSN W928:77

CLARWICATION / CORRUCTION REQUESTHED for Scanasio Dovclopmcnl Muta Call # 3-20-0198-035 and 035A.

b What nccesary lechalcul copaLitlics docs the Mae,u;‘(l,c Slieaciug Pyclliy at Whita Ouk possess 1bat, when combined with
the: MITL, moets tha Navy's reqoiremencs in tis area? “IT these conbined facllifics necdl (o te retnlned, what otier she(s) than
Aanapolis und White Onk wonld b2 avitable (c.g., NSWC-Philndelpbin) T -How much wonld the relocailars to this site(s) cost?

™ 2. Please 'donify e nunber of pergannel mat aro proposed {0 be elocttcd whih ench facllily oo thie akached chaud,

3. Way Is it impariant to teansfor the thiee Toformation Manugemont Systenis billcss, 10 NSWC-Cardesock? VYWhy ttansfor ho
officer biler? The cvificz) need W retain thaw Is not seadily apparamt whon Moy do nat conently restdo with the 1est of e
Fanctlon of Cosderock.

tat ather Nivy, DoD, or priviie scet slies aro curieatly parfaming, or arc capatle of perormiog, tho non-CRC watk thal
would be climinntod under tlie proposce scenarfo] With the poicatlel easts o the Navy belng %0 high, why nea’t the aon-CIC
labosatorlcs proposed for welocation?
1 need Mg formatlon by 1700, 4 December,

e Don DeYowng — (707) 634-p478

NOTE:  This suformaion Is nccded nrgomly. " Kequest you respond’ with clerification commcnis (below) oF cotrcelcd mges).
AX a prctiminary seopause dieectly to the BSAT af (703) 7563874 Thew, read your sffiohal respanie, proparly corificd,
throngh your chaln ef command fo: cerfificalloni and frther foswatding to the BSAT.  Ofticial documzimation smust. be selulnei fa
sapport your response and be availalifa Jor valldmfon By the Naval Audlt Service.

Reply: Hease. sec atfached pages — S
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SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35 AND SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35A
Reference: Control #DJD 08

Received: 1157 Hrs; 4 Dec 34

Due: 1700 HRS; 4 Dec 94

.. Below questions and responses apply:

a. “What necessary technical capabilities does the Magnetic
Silencing Facility at White Oak possess that, when combined
with the MFL, meets the Navy's requirements in this area?"

Response:

The zechnical capabilities incorporated in the Magnetic
Silencing Facility at White Oak complement those at the
Annapolis site. The White Oak site concentrates on the
magnetic signature reduction and control for steel-hulled
surface ships, closed loop degaussing, and Mine-Counter

Measure snhnips. Its Zocus is upon reducing the
electromagnetic influence signatures in the field =f mine
countermeasures.

The technical capabilities residing at the Magnetic
Fields Laboratory at Annapolis encompass the submarine
machinery and hull electromagnetics signature
characterizations, reductions, and control, which does not
exist elsewhere. Large scale submarine models and actual
shipboard machinery (up to 40 tons weight) magnetic
signature measurements are conducted. These test
capabilities are critical to reducing the risks of
electromagnetic detection by surveillance and ordnance
systems.

Combining these technical capabilities intc a singie
magnetic Zfields facility would meet the Navy’s total
critical electromagnetic R&D requirements.

b. "If these combined facilities need to be retained, what
other site(s) than Annapolis and White Oak would be suitable
(e.g. NSWC-Philadelphia)?"

Response:

Both the Magnet:ic Fields Laboratory at NSWC, 2Annapclis
Detachment and the Magnetic Silencing Facility at NSWC,
White Oak Detachment reguire special site considerations.
These inciude the absence of ferrous materials within a 2-D
arc of the operations. In addition, a relatively steady
state ecarch field must exist in the geographic locaticn.

Rased upon known conditions and the need to retain zhe
critical -—echnologies near the other ship and submarire
signature reduction functions, an alternative site for

1-
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scllzcating poth thsg Magnetic Fields lLaboratory 3t NEWC,
innapclis Detachmen: znd tne Magneti:C Silencing Facillity at
YTQWC, white Zak Detazcnhiment would e Tne NSWC, Zarderccox
s.te Tnlike the /ZWC Fhiladeipnhiz Zstachment zite, ths
ISWC, CTardercck site nas sxcellent rszcords .n tne pur-zl of
ferycus materials, 13 NCT a LiOw altitude “Ily zver' —:cne
whicn certurps magnsIic Iielids), znd has the adsquats
Tontrol on Serrous TETEerli:i LNLerventions

-, "How much would the relocations to this site(s) cost?"

=esconse:

Scenario 3-20-01%8-33A which contained the cost Zor the
partial replication cI the Magnetic Fields Laboratory at
NSWC, ~nnapolis Detachment was quoted at $SM. This ccst
provided for the maximum utilization of existing buildings,
power supplies, Infrastructure support (roads, cersonnel
facilizies, =tc.. =zds=zacent o the Magnetic Silencing
Tacilicy at the NSWC, Whita Oak Cetachment szite.

Scenario 3-20-0138-422 which contained the cost “or the
partial replication of the Magnetic Silencing Facility at
the NSWC, White Oak Zetachment site adjacent to the Magnetic
Fields Laboratory at NSWC, Annapolis Detachment was quoted
at $2M. This cost, as in the case of Scenar:o 3-20-0198-
35A, provided for the maximum utilization of existing
buildings, power supplies, infrastructure support (roads,
personnel facilities, etc.)at the NSWC, Annapolis
Detachment.

The combining ¢ the two facilities at the Carderock
site, as at any other site, would require an in-depth
engineering study. The engineering study would need :o
examine the full building, power, and environmental
~ansiderations for &z merged synergistic capabilizy. There
is insufficient time Juring this query period tc conduct and
provide the required Zinancial data.

Though such an sngineering study 1s reguired, an
approximate cost for Zully replicating the two facilicies at
another site, e.g. Carderock, 1s $20M.

2. "please identify the number of personnel that are proposed to
be relocated with each facility on the attached sheet."

2 annotations cn attached taples.

b

Respcnse: 2lease s

3. The below questions and responses apply:

"Why is it important to transfer the three Information
Management Systems billets, to NSWC-Carderock? The critical
need to retain them is not readily apparent when they do not

(B

o

&
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currently reside with the rest of the function at
Carderock."

Response:

Tables 2-2A(2) and 2-B(2) of the 3Scenaric 2-20-01%8-35a
state that =wo civilian billets will e moved tc the ISWC
Carcdercck site. As discussed 1in the narrative kelow Table
2-B{(2), these critical functions are presently being
performed utilizing the equipment located at the Carderock
site. This scenario provides for the relocation of the

personnel, presently working at the NSWC Cardercck siz2 but
organizationally attacned to the NSWC Annapolis site.

"Why transfer the officer billet? The critical need to
retain them is not readily apparent when they do not
currently reside with the rest of the function at
Carderock."

Response:

There are presently TWO officer billets associated with
the NSWC 2nnapolis Detachment site. The Officer-In-Charge
billet would be eliminated under both Scenario 3-20-0198-35
and Scenario 3-20-0198-35A.

It was the NSWC Carderock Division Commander’s
judgement that the other officer billet now resident at the
NSWC Annapolis Detachment site would be required at the NSWC
Carderock site in order to retain a pro-rata balance of
civilian/military focus within the reorganized Carderock
Division.

The fundamental issue goes to the need to ensure that
appropriate and current fleet influence, in the form ¢Z
active duty Naval cfficers, be reflected in the Navy's
research and develcpment Commands. Additionally, billets
for active duty officers must be maintained within the Naval
Surface Warfare Center as necessary developmental positions
for the development of future CO’s and Commanders.

The success of the Navy Laboratory/Engineering station
program is predicated upon a marriage of Fleet-wise active
duty Naval Officers with the engineering and scientific
community.

4. The below gquestions and responses apply:

a.

"What other Navy, DoD, or private sector sites are currently
performing, the non-CFC work that would be eliminated under
the proposed scenario?"

Response:
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No cther Navy, ZoL, Ir private s2Ctor sites are
currently performing :the non-CFC work that would be
eliminated under the prcposed scenar><. The Annapolis based
ceam is using all availzple means tc zccomodate the
international CFC production ban and O minimize the Navy's
dependence upon its limited stockpile.

Central to this has ceen the assembly of an extensive
laboratory to charactersze non-CrC rerfrigerant COMPressors
and complete fleet and cevelopmental systems under the full
range of "at sea" demand ccnditions.

Other sites, 2.g. York Internat:znal (York, PA), couid
be equipped to perform this work if eguipments and
facilities now 1nstalled at Annapolis are relocated. Such a
relocation process, coupled with the additional disruption
of staff replacement and training will have an adverse
impact on the availability of USN systems which use non-CFC
refrigerants.

"“With the potential costs to the Navy being so high, why
aren’t the non-CFC laboratories proposed for relocation?"

Response:

It is recognized that the termination of the Annapolis
non-CFC program before its completion, or total disruption
through the relocation, will delay the development of CFC-
free systems. This will increase pressures on the current
limited Navy CFC stockpiles, which will be difficult or
impossible to increase now the impending production ban
presently in place.

Our alternative proposal, Scenario 3-20-0198-35a,
recommended relocation c¢f facilities which meximize our
capability retention consistent with constraints to limit
total one-time costs. 3Iince there would still be an adverse
program impact (even with a relocation of non-CFC
facilities) and the relocation costs would be high, such a
proposal was considered beyond the "knee of the curve', and
was not included.
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Facility Name

One-Time
Unique Move
Cost

Receiving Site

Description // Rationale

Advanced Propulsion Machinery Facility

q

am—mmaa
———

$10.0M

Philadelphia

Consists of a full scale submarine shaftline, full scale submarine shafi scal test
facility, and a full scale composite shalt fracer/bending  fucibity  mcluding
instrumentation, controls and required cooling, lubrication, and other scivices  /f
Allows retention of a unique Navy capability to condud full scafe submanine
shafilinc component and systemn R&1) and qualification/certification

Machinery Acoustics Silencing Facility

. 32

'

$49M

Philadelphia

An R&D facility consisting of three cells for reduction of submarine machimery
acoustic noise fiom fans, pups, compiessors, motors, hydiaalics. and  othe
machinesy components  Includes acoustic wall treatinent, massive sesmicky inolated
floor, specialized low noise support systemns, tnstnunentation, icsiieni mount
laboratory, and many low noisc protolype components  // Retans the Navy '~ only
integral capability to conduct R&D, eviduate, specify, and certily machinery acoustic
performance in a land based tacility, thus avoiding the prolubitive cost of doing so at
sca.

11

Magpnetic Fields [.aboratory

/\ﬁh.’ﬂ/{)(lb N7 K Fovson (

TOIAC REY D
AT wh.te Ol

i

g8g - Il

$5.0M

White Oak

A very specialized facility including a 1otally non-magnetic four story building
equipped for operation of full scale minesweeper machinery and  meaurearnt of its
acoustic signature us well as that of large wcale model, o subuimes and sorface
ships. ‘the capability of simulating ambient magactic condutions ot any location on
Earth is included. 7/ Retains the only existing critical capabihity to measure and
centify the magnetic signature ol muesweepes mahinery
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SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35 AND SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35A
Reference: Control #DJD 09

Received: 1157 Hrs; 4 Dec 94

Due: 1700 HRS; 4 Dec 94

1. “Total facility shutdown is cited as 589 KSF due to mothballed
facilities. Please identify these facilities and the amount of
space allocated to each.”

Resporse:

The cnly facilizy proposed for moth .kall stcatus 13 the
Deep Ccean Machinery and Vehicle Pressure Simulation
Facilicy which occupies 22.4 KGSF.

The entry in Line j of Table 2-F on page 2-42 should be
598 vice 589, The same transposition error was carried into
Note 3 of Attachment 1: Base Loading Data. This will be
formally submitted with the appropriate certifications.

2. The below gquestions and responses apply:

a. "The BSEC statement reads "Close NSWC Det Annapolis,
including special area (NIKE Site). Why does the
alternative keep the site open when it can be located with
the rest of the Ship Materials Engineering Department and
when, according to the bagseline response, it is clearly
feasible to do so?"

Response:

The baseline scenario (3-20-0198-35) directed the
closure of both the Annapolis and Nike sites. This required
the relocation of the post-BRAC 91 non-aAnnapclis functions
to the Carderock site, where the Ship Materials Engineering
Department is to be centered. The relocation costs, as
discussed in Scenario 3-20-0198-35, Section 3, required
approximately $1M in MILCON.

As the BRAC 95 Scenario 3-20-0158-35 provided an
opportunity for an alternative scenarlo, the NSWC Carderock
Division Command elected to minimize the BRAC related costs
by not incurring the costs for relocation of the facilities
to the Carderock site.

b."If this equipment is to be retained at their present location,
justify why this is technically necessary."

regsponse:

This equipment 1s to be retained at theilr present
locatizn, since the relocation costs, as discussed above
(question 2.a above) required are approximately $1M in
MILCON.
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These zdvancsZ materials processing capabllitiles are
~echnically necessary as thelr 1css would have an adverse
impact 22 tne Navy Thermal Spray for Machinery Element
Regtoration - prec..le tTne develcoment znd modification cof
~roccesses, crocedurss, and materials Thatbt fontriDute o
main-enance -ost z3vings and Fleet rzadinzss through the
IMA‘S, ZIMA’s and naval zhipyards, nclud.Lng cn-site

_ning and quai-i-:ac-cn L milltary cersonnel;
Polzgrethane Procesging -provides a creototyping and
oroducability capability, with highly spe CLaleed and

vatented grocesses and eguipment, .nmatched in the private
sector; and the inmzaractive, multil-disciplilinary scientific
and engineering eifcrts at NSWCCD ana the security
classification diczate that this effort be conducted :zo
cost-effectively meet Navy’s signature reqguirements for
hydrodynamic and machinery systems; and Reactive Metal Spray
Forming - Eliminaticn of this emerging R&D capability for
affcrdable titanium & other naval ailiocys fo>r near net shape
machinery ccmponenzs, which does not 2x1st in the private
seccor, would preclude the develcpment oI reduced cost of
cwnership of auxiliary ship systems acquisiticn and life
cycle). Under Project Reliance NSWCCD has peen designated as
the lead and only service to conduct research & development
of Metal Spray Forming Technology.

3. "What are the estimated additional travel costs/savings
between Carderock, White Oak, Philadelphia, the NIKE site (35-A
only), NRL, and the JSC that would be incurred in the course of
performing all of the related work? Estimate these costs
separately for each scenario."

rResponse:

Increased travel costs between sites :n the Carderock
Division which would result from BRAC %S5 Scenario 3-20-0198-
25 and Scenario 3-20-0198-352a are expectad. For both
Scenario 3-20-0198-3% and Scenarioc 2-20-0198-35A, there 1is
some anticipated additional travel costs. These costs are

expected to be less than $400K annually for either scenario.

For Scenario 2-20-0198-35A, 1f <—he moth balled Ceep
Ocean Vehicle Simulation Facility at the NSWC Annapol:is
Detachment site 1s reqguired to be placed in an operational
~ondition, :travel ccsts between the Cardercck and Annapolis,
and ?hi laOELDhla and annapolis sices will be incurred at a
rate propercional 2 the Iacility’s stilization rate.

[\
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DJD-010 of 6 December 1994

QUESTION: Clarify the facilities to be mothballed under each scenario. Faxed
response to RFC DJD 09 states ''the only facility proposed for mothball status is
the Deep Ocean Machinery and Vehicle Pressure Simulation Facility." Yet, page
1-3 states the Submarine Fluid Dynamics Laboratory would be mothballed. Is is
part of the Deep Ocean Facility or colocated with it?

Response. The response to RFC-DJD-09 is correct that the only facility proposed for
mothball status is the Deep Ocean Machinery and Vehicle Pressure Simulation Facility
in both scenarios 3-20-0198-035 and 035A. No reference to mothballing the
Submarine Fluid Dynamics Laboratory can be found in 3-20-0198-035. There was
reference to this in an earlier Scenario 3-20-0198-035A submission (dated 30 Nov 94)
on page 1-3. However, this was removed in the certified re-submittal of 3-20-0198-
035A responding to Control Number DJD-06, which was submitted on 3 December via
the chain of command. The Submarine Fluid Dynamics Laboratory is not part of the
Deep Ocean Facility and is not colocated with it.

A copy of page 3 of the latest submittal of 3-20-0198-035A is attached with the
relevant statement underlined for reference.

QUESTION: Scenario 3-20-0198-35A cites the cost for partial replication of the
MFL. Scenario 3-20-0207-42 cites the cost for the partial replication of the MSF.
Faxed response to RFC DJD 08 quoted an approximate cost of $20M for fully
replicating the two facilities at another site, like Carderock. Does ''fully
replicate’” mean that the total sum moved to Carderock would exceed the
proposed scenario combinations of the MSF and MFL at either Annapolis or
White Oak.

Response. No. The sum of the technical capabilities moved to Carderock do not
exceed the proposed scenario combinations of the MSF and MFL at either Annapolis
or White Oak cited in Scenario 3-20-0207-42 and Scenario 3-20-0198-35A,
respectively. The Carderock Site presently has no facilities/capabilities that support
electromagnetic signature reduction and silencing Research, Development, Test and
Evaluation of steel hulled ships, minesweepers, and minesweeper machinery.- The
present White Oak Facility is located in a magnetically quiet area and includes means
to control the magnetic field environment very accurately and conduct sensitive
measurements of scaled ship models. In Scenario 3-20-0198-35A, which closes
Annapolis, the augmentation of the existing White Oak Facility to handle the operation
of actual minesweeper machinery (engines, generators, etc.) and to handle large
submarine magnetic models is proposed at a cost of $5M. This replicates the
Annapolis capabilities not now at White Oak.

The present Annapolis facility is in a magnetically quiet area and includes means to
control the magnetic field environment very accurately to conduct sensitive
measurements of the signature of actual operating minesweeper equipment (including

(9]
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services. fuel. exhaust. loads, etc.), and to measure the signature of large scaled
submarine magnetic models. In Scenario 3-20-0207-42. the White Oak capabilities
cited above are replicated by augmenting the Annapolis facility at a cost of $2M.

Finally. if the capabilities of both the White Oak Magnetic Silencing Facility and the
Annapolis Magnetic Fields Laboratory must be fully replicated from scratch at a third
site such as Carderock. as cited in RFC-DJD-08. the total estimated cost of
approximately $20M is less than the cost of totally replicating both facilities
independently due to similarities in the basic capabilities of the two facilities regarding
magnetic field control and measurement.

In summary, in all three cases, the resulting facilities at the receiving site would have
the same capability and would meet the Navy's total critical electromagnetic RDT&E
requirements.

4. QUESTION: Given the MFL’s estimated relocation cost to White Oak is $5M
and the MSF’s cost to move to Annapolis is $2M, would it be reasonable to
apportion the MFL’s move to Carderock at $14M and the MSF’s move at $S6M,
for a total of S20M? This is derived by a simple apportionment of the total cost
by an approximate 5:2 ratio between the facilities.

Response. No. In attempting to apportion costs for replication of the White Oak
MSF and the Annapolis MFL in a combined facility at Carderock, the commonality of
the two should be considered. In order to be consistent with the various data calls,
including the Annapolis Site Data Call 5, the total estimated replication cost of $20M
is distributed per the replication of the Annapolis MFL for $14.5M with augmentation
of $5.5M to include replication of the White Oak MSF capabilities.

DID-010 of 6 December 1994 3
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1. QUESTION: The faxed response to RFC-DJD-08 shows 106 billets moving
associated with the seven critical facilities. Scenario 035A cites 281 billets (not
including the JSC personnel) moving with the 7 facilities. Justify the additional
175 billets not associated with the 7 critical facilities by technical function.
Explain why it is necessary to the Navy that the 175 billets relocate. The BSEC is
ensuring that only those technical personnel necessary to conduct critical
government functions are relocated -- therefore some further personnel
eliminations may be in order for both proposed scenarios.

Response. In the Scenario -35 response, the Carderock Division, NSWC had
interpreted that as the BSAT Scenario provided for the consolidation of the Machinery
functions at the Philadelphia site, a detailed explanation of the realigned functions was
not required or allowed.

However, the Carderock Division took the opportunity in Scenario -35A, to
describe the full capabilities moving to Philadelphia not just those related to the 6
facilities. (The Magnetics capability moving to White Oak was also fully described
making a total of 7 facilities.)

The table below shiows how the personnel to be relocated to Philadelphia are
allocated to the technical capabilities.

Total Personnel Personnel Performing Personnel Related to the
Technical Capability Relocating Inherently Governmental | 6 Critical Facilities to be
(Note 1.) Functions Relocated to Philadelphia
Advanced Propuision 25 16 9
Machinery R&D
Advanced Auxiliary 101 76 25
Machinery (including
Pulsed Power) R&D
Advanced Electric 82 59 23
Machinery R&D
Machinery Acoustic 53 21 32
Silencing R&D
Sea Survival/Life-Saving Note 2. Note 2. Note 2.
Systems
Totals 261 172 (Note 3)) 89
Note 1. Total personnel listed in Scenario -35A Section 2-B(1) justifications are
the actual FY93 personnel related to each technical capability above and
as a result are slightly different from the numbers in this table.
Note 2. This function is transferred to Philadelphia without any personnel.
Note 3. In Scenario -35. the 175 personnel relocated included 172 to
Philadelphia and 3 tc Carderock. An additional 16 personnel were
moved to White Oak.
DID 011
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Scenario -35 proposes the relocauon to Philadelphia of the 172 personnel
performing the inherently governmental functions related to propulsion, auxiliary and
electrical machinery, and machinery silencing. These functions are both critical to the
development of advanced technology for tuture ships and submarines and critical for
the execution of Navy machinery programs.

Personnel Performing Inherently Governmental Functions include positions.
such as program management, awarding, directing and monitoring development
contracts, generating performance or cost assessments, or recommending design
improvements or corrective actions which can be pertormed without requiring the
operation of the facilities now located at Annapolis.

The expertise embodied by these personnel does not exist elsewhere in
government or industry.

QUESTION: How many personnel are required to operate the potable water
facilities?

Response. It takes 5 personnel to operate the water plant. There are 4 water plant
operators and 1 supervisor. The operators stand an 8 hour watch and rotate through
shifts. The supervisor handles supervision, record keeping, and is available to allow
for leave or emergent requirements for an additional person.

QUESTION: With the exception of the manned vehicle testing last conducted in
1983, what types of testing have been conducted over the last five years that could
not have been conducted elsewhere?

Response. The following types of testing that could not have been conducted
elsewhere and have been performed over the last five years are as follows:

Vehicles

Qualifying and evaluating vehicles such as Cable Controlled Underwater
Recovery Vehicle (CURV), ORION, etc. require high pressure (10,000 -
12,000 pst), size (10 ft diameter, 27 ft length) and horizontal orientation.

Deep Ocean Machinery Systems

Qualifying and evaluating deep ocean machinery system such as the SSN-21
Secondary Propulsion Unit, Deep Submergence Electric Power Distribution
System, etc. require a horizontal orientation, heat removal capability and size
(10 ft diameter, 27 ft length).

DID 011 2
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Cable Svstems
Evaluation of cable designs such as the Advanced Tethered Vehicle Cable and

an assortment of fiber optic cables require high pressure (12,000 psi). size (10
ft diameter, >10 ft length) and horizontal orientation.

Mazerials

Evaluation of composite materials such as ceramic and titanium pressure
vessels and ceramic compaction process require high pressure (10,000 - 12,000
psi) and size (10 ft diameter. 27 ft length). '

Special Testing

Evaluation of sonar aperture and hydrophone array panels require low noise -
high pressure environment. Due 10 its unique fabrication, the tank is inherently

acoustically quiet.

The following table is a log of tests performed over the past five years that

could not be performed elsewhere.

TESTS REQUIRING SPECIAL CAPABILITIES OF THE
DEEP OCEAN PRESSURE SIMULATION FACILITY

(10 ft diameter, 27 ft length/Working Pressure 12,000 psi/Horizontal Orientation)

Note: More than 50-percent of the tests conducted in the facility are performed either
directly for Navy sponsors or for contractors for the benefit of Navy programs.

DATE TEST SPONSOR
1-89 Ceramic compaction Coors Ceramics
(requires size and pressure of the facility)
9-89 Orion cable Oceaneering
(requires size and pressure of the facility)
4-90 CURV Oceaneering
? (requires size and pressure of the facility)
6-90 thru 7-90 | Noise test Carderock
(test required a quiet test vessel)
11-90 ATV cable NOSC
(requires size and pressure of the facility)
11-90 Rubber panels Carderock
(size requirement and required quiet tank)
DID 011 3
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|
; DATE TEST SPONSOR
' 10-91 Fiber optic cable AT&T Bell Labs
‘ (requires size and pressure ot the tacility)
| 10-91 AT&T SPAWAR | Navy
5 (requires size and pressure of the facility)
11-92 Fiber opuc cable AT&T Bell Labs
(requires size and pressure of the facility)
i11-92 Westinghouse ceramic Westinghouse
| (requires orientation, size and pressure ot the
facility)
11-92 SSN-21 Secondary Propulsion Unit Westinghouse
‘, (requires size and orientation of the facility)
j 1-93 Fiber opuc cable Simplex
(requires size and pressure of the tacility)
4-93 NCEL plow test NCEL
(requires orientation of the facility)
4-93 SSN-21 Secondary Propulsion Unit Westinghouse
(requires orientation of the facility)
5-93 Sea Clff electrical distribution system Lockheed
(manned submersible components evaluation
and qualification)
6-93 Fiber optic cable AT&T Bell Labs
(requires size and pressure of the facility)
8-93 ISMS system Oceaneering
(requires orientaton of the facility)
9-93 AT&T SPAWAR AT&T Bell Labs
(requires pressure of the facility)
9-93 ISMS System Oceaneering
(requires orieNTATION of the facility)
10-93 Ceramic vessel tech Westinghouse
(requires size and pressure of the facility)
1-94 Fiber optic cable Rochester Cable
(requires size and pressure of the facility)
1 5-94 Fiber optic cable Rochester Cable
(requires size and pressure of the facility)
DID 011 4
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DATE TEST SPONSOR
6-94 Fiber optic cable / AT&T Bell Labs
(requires size and pressure of the facility)
7-94 Holding tank Westinghouse
(requires pressure of the facility)
12-94 Preparation tor Sea Cliff manipulator Navy/Battelle

((requires size of the facility)...manned
submersible components)

QUESTION: The Officer billet relocating to Carderock. Evidently the billet is

important, but is it necessary? This billet is sure to be evaluated by the BSEC.
As advised above, only necessary functions are to be relocated. Please consider
the billet once again in that context. If the decision is that it is necessary, provide

justification that is different than the one 2lready provided.

Response. The relocation of the officer billet to Carderock is considered very

important by the Carderock Division, but it is not "necessary”. .

DID 011
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1. QUESTION: RE: NSWC Carderock fax dated 30 November 1994: The fax
identified personnel moved and eliminated by function for the baseline and
alternative scenarios. The totals shown for "start, moved, and eliminated" do not
match the totals presented on Table 2-D of the data calls for both scenarios.
Please explain and resolve the difference.

Response. The tables submitted with NSWC-Carderock fax dated 30 November
1994 were incorrect in that they only indicated NSWC Annapolis personnel
(excluding Joint Spectrum Center perscnnel) and improperly assumed that BRAC-
91 actions had been completed. Corrected tables are attached.
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NSWC ANNAPOLIS---SCENARIO 35

i} -- 57

UIC 61533
CIVILIAN STAFF
Start| Prior BRAC Force| Moved| Eliminated End
Begin FY96 impacts Struct Change FY2001
Command 1 0 0 0 1 0
Comptrolier 2 -2 0 0 0 0
Admin 7 -6 0 0 1 0
Human Resource 4 -4 0 0 0 0
Supply Management 20 -18 0 0 2 0
Computational Support 3 -3 0 0 0 0
Info Sys/Communications 1 -1 0 0 0 0
Satety/OSH/Environ 4 -3 0 0 1 0
Physical Security 9 0 0 0 9 0
Public Works 105 -63 0 0 42 0
Fire Protect 0 0 0 0 0 0
Med/Dental 0 0 0 0 0 0
Air/Waterfront Ops 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0
Technical Operations 569 -194 -13 190 172 0
Total Annapolis 725 -294 -13 190 228 0
Joint Spectrum Center 115 0 0 115 0 0
Totals 840 -294 -13 305 228 0
pA
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NSWC ANNAPOLIS---SCENARIO35

UIC 61533
OFFICER STAFF
Start| Prior BRAC Force| Moved| Eliminated! End
Begin FY96 impacts Struct Change | _FY2001
]
Command 1 0 0 0 1l 0
Comptroller 0 0 0 0 0 0
Admin 0 0 0 0 0 0
Human Resource 0 0 0 0 0 0
Supply Management 0 0 0 0 0
Computational Support 0 0 0 0 0 0
Into Sys/Communications 0 0 Q Q 0 Q
Satety/QSH/Environ 0 0 0 0 0
Physical Security 0 0 0 0 0 0
Public Works 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fire Protect 0 0 o] 0 0 0
Med/Dental 0 0 0 0 0 0
Air/Waterfront Ops 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0
Technical Operations 1 0 0 1 0 0
Total Annapolis 2 0 0 1 1 0
"Joint Spectrum Center 11 0 o1 0 0
|
Totals 13 0 0 12 1 0]
PID o1 3
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NSWC ANNAPOLIS---SCENARIO -35

UIC 61533
ENLISTED STAFF
Start| Prior BRAC Force| Moved|{ Eliminated End
Begin FY36 Impacts Struct Change FY2001
Command 0 0 0 0 0 0
Comptroller 0 0 0 0 0 0
Admin 0 0 0 0 0 0
Human Resource 0 0 0 0 0 0
Supply Management 0 0 0 0 0 Q
Computational Support 0 0 0 0 0 0
Info Sys/Communications 0 0 0] 0 0 0
Safety/OSH/Environ 0 0 0 0 0 0
Physical Security 0 0 0 0 0 0
Public Works 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fire Protect 0 0 0 0 0 0
Med/Dental 0 0 0 0 0] 0
Air/Watertront Ops 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0
Technical Operations 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Anhapolis 0 0 0 0 0 0
Joint Spectrum Center 8 0 0 8 0 0
Totals 8 0 0 8 0 0
o
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NSWC ANNAPOLIS---SCENARIO -35

UIC 61533
TOTAL STAFF

Start| Prior BRAC Force| Moved| Eliminated End
Begin FY36 Impacts Struct Change FY2001
Command 2 0 0 0 2 0
Comptroller 2 -2 0 0 0 0
Admin 7 6 0 Q 1 0
Human Resource 4 -4 0 0 0 0
Supply Management 20 -18 0 0 2 0
Computational Support 3 -3 0 8] ] 0
Info Sys/Communications 1 -1 0 0 0 0
Satety/OSH/Environ 4 -3 0 0 1 0
Physical Securty 9 0 0 0 9 0
Public Works 105 63 0 0 42 0
Fire Protect 0 0 0 0 0 0
Med/Dental 0 0 0 0 o] 0
Air/Waterfront Ops 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cther 0 0 0 0 0 0
Technical Operations 570 -194 -13 191 172 0
Total Annapolis 727 -294 -13 191 _229 0
Joint Spectrum Center 134 0 0 134 0 0
Totals 861 -294 -13 325 229 0
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NSWC ANNAPOLIS---SCENARIO -35A

UIC 61533
CIVILIAN STAFF
Start| Prior BRAC Force| Moved| Eliminated End
Begin FY36 Impacts Struct Change FY2001
Command 1 0 0 0 1 0
Comptroller 2 -2 0 0 0 0
Admin 7 -6 0 0 1 0
Human Resource 4 -4 0 0 0 0
Supply Management 20 -18 0 0 2 0
Computational Support 3 -3 0 0 (4] 0
Info Sys/Communications 1 -1 0 0 0 0
Satety/OSH/Environ 4 -3 0 0 1 0
Physical Security 9 0 0 0 9 0
Public Works 105 63 0 0 42 0
Fire Protect 0 0 0 0 0 0
Med/Dental 0 0 0 0 0 0
Air/Waterfront Ops 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0
Technical Operations 569 -194 -13 280 82 0
Total Annapolis 725 -294 -13 280 138 0
Joint Spectrum Center 115 0 0 115 0 0
Totals 840 -294 -13 395 138 0
DTD ort (
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NSWC ANNAPOQOLIS---SCENARIO -35A

UIC 61533
OFFICER STAFF

Start| Prior BRAC Force| Moved| Eliminated End
Begin FY36 impacts Struct Change FY2001
Command 1 ] 0 0 1 0
Comptroller 0 0 0 0 0] 0
Admin 0 0 0 0 0 0
Human Resource 0 0 0 0 0 0
Supply Management 0 0 0 0 0 0
Computational Support 0 0 0 0 0 0
Info Sys/Communications 0 0 0 0 0 0
Satety/OSH/Environ 0 0 0 0 0 0
Physical Security 0 0 0 0 0 0
Public Works 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fire Protect 0 0 0 0 0 0
Med/Dental 0 0 0 0 0 0
Air/Watertront Ops 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0
Technical Operations 1 0 0 1 0 0
Total Annapolis 2 0 0 1 1 0
Joint Spectrum Center 11 0 0 11 0 0
Totals 13 0 0 12 1 0
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NSWC ANNAPOLIS---SCENARIO -35A

UIC 61533
ENLISTED STAFF
Start] Prior BRAC Force| Moved| Eliminated End
Beqin FY96 Impacts Struct Change FY2001
Command 0 0 0 0 0 0
Comptrolier 0 0 0 0 0 0
Admin 0 0 0 0 0 0
Human Resource 0 0 0 0 0 0
Supply Management 0 0 0 0 0 0
Computational Support 0 0 0 Q 0 0
Info Sys/Communications 0 0 0 0 0 0
Safety/OSH/Environ 0 0 0 v, 0 0
Physical Security 0 0 0 Q 0 0
Public Works 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fire Protect 0 0 0 0 0 0
Med/Dental 0 0 0 0 0 0
| Air/Watertront Ops 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0
‘Technical Operations 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Annapolis 0 0 0 [0} 0 0
Joint Spectrum Center 8 0 0 g 0 0
Totals 8 0 0 8 0 0
DID o/ g
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NSWC ANNAPOLIS---SCENARIO -35A

UIC 61533
TOTAL STAFF
Start! Prior BRAC Force| Moved! Eliminated! End
Begin FY96! impacts Struct Change FY2001
command 2 0 0 0 21 0
Comptrolier 2 -2 0 0 0l 0
Admin 7 -6 0 0 1 0
Human Resource ) -4 0 0 0 0
Supply Management 20 -18 0 0 2 0
Computational Support 3 -3 0 0 0 0
info Sys/Communications 1 -1 Q 0 0 9]
Safety/OSH/Environ 4 -3 0 0 1 0
Physical Securty g9 0 0 0 9 Q
Public Works 105 63 0 0 42 0
Fire Protect 0 0 0 0 0 0
Med/Dental 0 0 0 0 0 0
Air/Watertront Ops 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0
Technical Operations 570 -194 -13 281 82 0
Total Annapolis 727 -294 -13 281 139 0
Joint Spectrum Center 134 0 0 134 0 0
Totals 861 -294 -13 415 139 0
DJID ¢, 2 9
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SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35 AND SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35A
Reference: Control #DJD 013

Received: 0808 Hrs; 7 Dec 94

Due: 1200 HRS; 7 Dec 94

1. "Although I understand that some amplifying assumptions were
necessary, contract termination costs that are exactly the same
for two fundamentally different scenarios is not reasonable,
especially when one retains so much more of the technical work.
On the other hand, it is reasonable to assume that because the
alternative proposes transferring R&D functions to Philadelphia,
Carderock, White Oak, and NRL, any contracts performed in these
areas are likely to be modified to change the service site or
shipping destination. In lieu of determining on a contract-by-
contract basis how much of the $16.9M in claimed termination
costs is inappropriate to the alternative, provide a percentage
of Annapolis contracting load for each technical function
proposed for relocation. Given the assumption that termination

costs are spread evenly among all technical functions -- retained
and cancelled -- a reasonable answer can be derived."
Response:

Please see response to gquestion #2

2. "If one is available, I also open to a better idea that
arrives at a satisfactory solution. I believe it is better to
arrive at a satisfactory solution now rather than have the BSEC
mandate one when there will be even less time to perform the
necessary work to arrive at one.”

Response:

There are thirteen major facilities that have contract
costs at the Post-BRAC 91 NSWC Annapcolis Detachment. Six of
the thirteen major facilities are not proposed to be moved
to be moved under the alternative Scenario 3-20-0198-35A.
Assuming a straight line apportionment of the contract
termination costs across all the major facilities, a factor
of 0.4615 (i.e. 6/13ths) may be used to determine the
contract termination costs

FY Scenario "035" Scenario "O35AM

1996 $11,200K $ 5,169K
1997 $ 4,700K S 2,169K
1998 5 Z,000K s 462K
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FAX NO. 410 293 2638 P.02/08

CDNSHC, ANNAPOLIS DET.

DEC-07-34 WED 12:08
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l. QUESTION: How else might the Navy’s need to conduct high pressure acoustic
measurements of submarine ballasting and related piping systems be satisfied if
the Annapolis capability is closed?

Response: There is no existing capability in government or industry which can
pertorm this capability if Annapolis is closed.

The only alternative is to replicate this facility and the associated skilled
personnel elsewhere to meet the Navy's need to conduct high pressure acoustic
measurements of submarine ballasting and related piping systems. Annapolis is the
only known facility with the capability for full scale evaluations at shipboard
operational conditions of air, water, and hydraulic systems and components without
contaminating acoustic interference from supporting systems such as pumps and
compressors. Steady state and transient noise signatures are measured concurrently
with mechanical conditions and operations. System background noise levels and
analysis equipment are designed for the evaluation of componenis for the world’s
quietest ships. The facility is capable of establishing deballasting parameters and
certification of SUBSAFE components which are critical for submarine safety and in
support of design agents and shipbuilders.

The estimated cost of replacing this facility at a different site is $15.0 M.
Relocation costs are estimated to be $8.64M if accomplished by land or $1.64M if by
water, not including the 5 key personnel. (The large high pressure tank can only be
moved by barge. Replacement cost of the tank is $7M.)

2. QUESTION: How else might the Navy’s need to identify, assess, validate, and
direct development of technologies in the areas of cryogenics, superconductivity,
and power semiconductors be satisfied if the Annapolis capability is closed?

Response: Power semi-conductor R&D capability exists in both private industry and
universities. The Annapolis contributions in this area are keyed to those specific
issues which are unique to military requirements, such as establishing and validating
derating factors and stress limits, guiding and coordinating contracted R&D with
industry and academia, assuring coordination with other government agencies, and
translating system requirements into R&D goals. This Annapolis capability does not
exist elsewhere and can not be contracted since it is an inherently governmental
function.

In order to retain the power semiconductor capability, it should be located with
the Navy group doing Electrical Power Systems R&D which is relocated to
Philadelphia in Scenario 035A; since it is critical to have strong, real-time interaction
between the semiconductor and system technologies. In order to maintain the
capability, transfer the equipment required to complete this capability to Philadelphia.
Estimated one time unique cost to move this facility which include specialized power
semiconductor characterization equipment and laboratory instrumentation and
equipment is approximately $250K.

DID 014 1
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Although basic research capability exists at some government laboratorics in
superconductivity and cryogenics, and design and manutacturing capability exist in
industry. Annapolis is the only organization which has the combination of experienced
personnel and facilities required to address and objectively evaluate technology for
power applications of these technologies. Maintaining this expertise is essential for
the specification and evaluation of superconducting electric machinery tor Navy ships
and submarines of the future.

The experuse in the technology areas of cryogenics and superconductivity for
power applications in the Navy is exclusive to the Annapolis Detachment. There are
10 key engineers and scientist with over 150 years of total experience in this area
associated with facility intensive work. It would be necessary to relocate these
personnel with facilities to retain this capability, preferably to Fhiladelphia to retain
the synergism with related machinery and electrical capabilities. The relocated
individuals require key laboratory facilities to support their efforts which are not
available in the industrial or university base. These unique facilities which have been
designed. built. and utilized for specific Navy needs include such things as shock and
vibration apparatus for superconducting magnets, magnet stability energy-to-quench
measuring devices and developmental cryogenic refrigeration systems. One time
unique cost to relocate facilities is $4M excluding site preparation.

3. QUESTION: How else might the Navy’s need for cooling system developments
permitting non-CFC refrigerants be satisfied if the Annapolis facility is closed?
Data Call #5 states that "'these facilities are only duplicated (somewhat) at the
largest of the major air conditioning manufacturer’s plants, although facilities are
tailored to the unique Naval application of water heat rejection over a wide range
of water temperatures.” Is it possible to outsource the necessary development
work to the A/C manufacturers or to some other contractor using th
manufacturer’s facilities? '

Response: There is no way to accommodate the Navy's cooling system development
needs if NSWC Annapolis is closed or if the program is delayed as a result of

relocation of this facility to another site. An explanation is provided below.

Shipboard combat systems are cooled by vapor compression air conditioning
plants. Ships cannot function without this vital cooling. The bulk of the fleet uses
CFC-114 refrigerant in these cooling systems. The Navy is the major user of CFC-
114 in this application and has approximately 850 large units in the fleet ranging in
size from 125-363 tons of cooling. The Navy is the only entity searching for a
suitable. environmentally acceptable replacement for CFC-114.

In 1987, concerns about the depletion of the earth’s protective ozone layer led
to an international agreement, the Montreal Protocol. which began the process of
controlling the production of CFCs. Continuing depletion of the ozone layer led to
President Bush’s 1992 decision to order a complete ban on CFC production effective
January 1,1996. This accelerated phase out resulted in the Navy accelerating the
development of facilities and staff capabilities at NSWC Annapolis to solve this

DID 014 2
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problem.

The Navy has established a limited stockpile of CFCs to satisfy the fleet needs
until all fleet units are converted to CFC-free refrigerants. The size of the CFC-114
stockpile was based on conversion of fleet units beginning in FY 98 and continuing
through FY 08. The conversion schedule was predicated on successful and rapid
prosecution of the R&D program at NSWC Annapolis.

Any delay in the prosecution ot the R&D program will result in a conversion
program delay which in turn will prematurely deplete the stockpile. Defense Logistics
Agency (DLA), the manager of the stockpile, has advised the Navy that further
procurements of CFC-114 are unlikely since the CFC manufacturers have already
committed their CY 95 final production allocation. Reinstituting CFC production
requires agreement by the partes to the Montreal Protocol.

York International is the Navy's sole supplier of CFC-114 air conditioning
plants and is the only supplier with the necessary skilled staff and limited facilities to
continue this work if NSWC Annapolis were to close. However, York is currently
aggressively pursuing their comm-.rcial CFC replacement work, which does not
include CFC-114, ( nationwide there are 80,000 air conditioning plants that must be
converted or replaced) and has limited personnel and facilities available for other
pursuits. York International’s Marine group is currently performing on six large
NSWC Annapolis contracts for the development of new CFC-free air conditioning and
refrigeration plants for future ship construction programs - DDG 51 Ila, LPD 17, CVN
76 and NSSN. These contract efforts have consumed York’s current staff and their
new hires.

The reassignment of all of the CFC elimination work to York will require the
expansion and modification of York’'s facilities and the movement of the fleet
hardware currently at NSWC Annapolis. The cost of facility replication and
equipment movement alone is estimated at $11.2M. The time to replicate facilities.
the loss of the skilled experienced staff at Annapolis, the acquisition and training of
additional staff at York will result in significant program disruption. The resultant
minimum two year delay in the program will require an additional 400,000 Ibs of
CFC-114 for the stockpile at a cost of $4.8M as a minimum. As stated above, it is
unlikely that this additional quantity can be procured.

Outsourcing the work to another contractor using the York facilities is
extremely unlikely and the program disruption and consequences described above
could be even more severe.
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SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35 AND SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35A

Reference:
Received:
Due:

Control # DJD 015
08:55EST 7 Dec 94
12:00EST 7 Dec 94

1. The below questions apply:

a.

DID 015

"Estimate the cost of relocating the Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation
Facility at NSWC Carderock."

Response:

The Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation Facility can only be moved by
barge. It is 27 ft long by 10 ft inside diameter and weighs approximately 850
tons. As a consequence, it cannot be relocated to the Carderock Site. Barges
can not navigate up the Potomac River as a far as the Carderock site.

As it was originally barged from the Philadelphia region, it could be
moved to the Philadc!phia site. The removal of the tank from the Annapolis
site would require the acquisition of a special barge or dredging near the dock
area, due to draft limitations, as well as a mechanism to move the mass of the
tank onto the barge. Adequate industrial facilities exist at the Philadelphia site
for removal of the tank and its subsequent handling to final placement. In
addition, it should be noted, that the movement of the pressure vessel in
Philadelphia would require a location near the docks. Movement of the vessel
over standard road construction is impractical. A cost estimate for this
operation is not readily available.

""Also estimate the cost of bringing the facility out of mothball status for a
single test."

Response:

The cost of bringing the Deep Ocean Pressure Simulation Facility out of
a mothball status for a test is estimated to be $50K (4 personnel @ $0.5K/man
day for 20 days plus $10K for a NAVFAC certification test).

This estimate is based upon the assumptions that the facility has had
minimal deterioration during the moth ball period. In addition, it is assumed
there is resident engineering knowledge on the operation and certification
elements of the facility (at least 2 persons). If such qualified personnel are not
available, then the time period would be significantly longer.
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2. The below questions apply:

a.

DJD 015

"Estimate the annual cost of maintaining the Submarine Fluid Dynamics
Laboratory in a mothball status."

Response:

The cost of placing the Class 2 real property housing the Submarine
Fluid Dynamics Laboratory in mothball status is estimated at a one time cost of
$3.2K and an annual cost of $31.0K. These numbers are based on a pro-rata
share of the P-164 costs of placing the buildings that house the facilities in a
“"Reserve Status” (i.e. between "Abandonment" and "Ready Standby" in the P-
164 document).

The cost of placing the Class 3/4 equipment within the Submarine Fluid
Dynamics Laboratory in mothball status is estimated at a one-time unique cost
of $40K. This cost is in-licu of a detailed engineering cost estimated.

Estimate the cost of bringing the facility out of mothball status for a
single test."

Response:

Assuming the high pressure vessel can be recertified by the Naval
Facilities Command, the cost of bringing the facility out of mothball status will
be dependent on the amount of deterioration which occurs in the of support
systems (air flasks, computers, special piping and valves, etc.) contained in the
facility. It is expected that some deterioration will occur.

Based upon our best engineering judgement, it is estimated that the
cost of bringing the facility out of mothball status for a single test will be
approximately one-tenth of the replacement cost of the facility’s support
systems per year the facility is mothballed.

Support Systems 1/10-Replacement Cost
Air storage flasks $ 150K
Air compressors $ 80K
Data acquisition system $ 100 K
Total $330K

The magnitude of the deterioration will vary with the amount of time
the system has been in a "mothball” status and hence the cost to bring the
facility to operational status is expected to be $ 330 K for each year the facility
has mothballed.

Q]
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SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35 AND SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35A
Reference: Control #DJD 016

Received: 1005 Hrs; 7 Dec 954

Due: 1200 HRS; 7 Dec 954

1. "Estimate the cost of relocating the Submarine Fluids Dynamic
Laboratory at NSWC, Carderock"

Response:

The Submarine Fluids Dynamic Laboratory consists of special
piping, an acoustic isolated large high pressure tank, a bank
of high pressure air flasks, several high pressure
compressors, and related support equipment.

The high pressure tank is too large (60 ft long by 14 ft
diameter) and heavy (70 tons) to move by land. Therefore, to
move to the Carderock site, it would have to be replicated at
the site. The total cost (excluding the moving costs for
approximately 10 tons of equipment and the 5 personnel
associated with the operation of this facility) is estimated
at $8.64M. This one-time unique costs are composed of the
high pressure tank replication of $7M; the labor costs for
removal and re-installation of the various support equipments
(e.g. high pressure air storage flasks and piping, high
pressure compressors, data acquisition equipment, and other
subsystems) at a cost of approximately $0.66M; the replacement
of the data acquisition system ($0.5M); and the site
preparation ($0.48M).

2. "Estimate the cost of relocating the non-CFC laboratory
facilities at either NSWC Carderock or at an industrial site,
whichever is most cost-effective.®

Response:

The cost of relocation of this capability from NSWC
Annapolis to NSWC Carderock would include equipment relocation
and facility replication (approximately $11.2M), a MILCON for
a suitable building and cooling "tower" (approximately 6,000
gallons per minute heat rejection requirement). Though no
engineering analyses have been completed, a rough order of
magnitude MILCON cost of $10M is provided.

However, it should be noted that a relocation of the non-CFC
laboratoryvy would still require an interruption in the program
and creats delays as discussed in the response to DJD-014 cf 6
December 94. As stated earlier, this program disruption would
have an adverse impact upon the CFC stockpile and consequent
mission capability.
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REQUEST FOR CLARIFICATION
BASE STRUCTURE ANALYSIS TEAM (BSAT)

Contral # DID OL7 Date sent: 7 Dec 94
Acllvity: NSWC Cordervek Div (Anuapolis)

ATTN: Jim Logan or Judith Adkins Fax: 703-G02-0541

CLARIFICATION / CORRECTION RBQURESTHD tor Scentario Devolopment Data Call # 1-26-0198-935 and 035A:

1, Lxplein why the non-CII'C wark presently condwcied at Anpapelis can not bo performud at a shipyard by Navy ISE pecsonncl
with the A/C omnolacturces and othor eecostary contmetoss,

§ need this Infoxmalion by 1400, 7 December,

ST~ Don DeYoung  (703) 681-0478

NO(@L This 1 alonys needed wgen@ly. Request yon eesponsd wilth clariication coments (below) or corrected gage(s).
VAKX a prelimivary msponse diveclly o the DSAT at (703) 756-2174. Then, cead your official resporse, properly certitied,
through yeut chain of command for cettification and further forwarding 1o the BSAT. Officlal documentation niust be retained o
support your respopse und be-avallablo for validation by tho Naval Audh) Service.

Reply: i . S

K& Meteey ' 0l Su_227 JEap 7 D= 9%
Name Code . Comymerclal Phone # Dale

IMSN WdEr:1@ w6, 248 230
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SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35 AND SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35a
Reference: Control #DJD 017

Received: 1345 Hrs; 7 Dec 94

Due: 1400 HRS; 7 Dec 94

1. "Explain why the non-CFC work presently conducted at Annapolis
can not be performed at a shipyard by Navy ISE personnel with the
A/C manufacturers and other accessory contractors."

Response:

The realignment of the non-CFC functions presently conducted
at the NSWC Annapolis site would require, as a minimum, the
below actions:

a. Replication of the Annapolis non-CFC facilities and
relocation of the installed fleet hardware at Annapolis
at an estimated cost of $11.2M.

b. A suitable building with high floor locading, overhead
crane, 6MW of electrical power and 6000 gallons/minute of
cooling water;

c. Recruitment of a R&D capable staff who are experienced in
performing inherently governmental acquisition decisions
in this technical area; and

d. Appropriate lead times for training, equipment
installation, and bringing the facility to an operational
condition.

The potential realignment of these functions to an Navy ISE
activity would not include any existing shipyards. The
present activity for the performance of Machinery related ISE
functions is the NSWC Philadelphia Detachment, Carderock
Division.

With regards to the performance of this function by a
contractor work force, it should be noted that many of the
functions are inherently government responsibilities.

Regardless of any realignment of these functions, the reader
should be reminded  of the earlier responses to DJID-014 & DJD-016
of the adverse impact of any delay in the development and
completion of the projects being undertaken by this activity at
this time.
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DEC-07-94 WED 18:18 CDNSWC, ANNAPOLIS DET. FAX NO. 410 293 2638 P. 02/07

Scenanio 3-20-0198-03S5 & 035A
Reference: Conuol # DJD 018
Reccived
Due: 1800 HRS 7 DEC 1994

1. Attachment I: Base Loading Data (see attached) shows one officer hillet
eliminated under the proposed Force Structure Changes. Table 2-D of both

scenarios does not show an officer billet being eliminated under Force Structure
Changes. Should Attachment I be revised?

Responsc:

Yes. The revised Attachment I sheets are attached.
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SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35 AND SCENARIO 3-20-0158-35A
Reference: Control #DJD 019

Received: 1907 Hrs; 7 Dec 94

Due: 1900 HRS; 7 Dec %4

1. "RE: Data Call 35A; page 3-3. The note mentions losing and
gaining site estimates. If I understand it correctly the costs
on p.2-35 are the losing site estimates for the movement and
reconstruction of the equipment. The $380K on p.3-3 is the
gaining site estimate for ‘clean out of the site, removal of
existing equipment and tie in of utilities to the site.’ (i.e.
preparing the gaining site for receipt of the equipment.) 1Is
this a correct understanding of the costs?"

Response:

Yes, that is the correct understanding of the costs.

2. The below questions and responses apply "RE:Data Call 035A;
page 3-4:

a. "Is the $380K for maintenance and repair, fire protection,
etc really a cost paid out every year after 19972 or is it a
one-time cost paid in 1997 to prepare the building closed
previously by BRAC-91?"

Response:

The $380K is the actual annual operating cost of a
building closed in BRAC 91 that has the sufficient high
bay to install the Machinery Acoustic Silencing
Laboratory. That building was selected because of its
size and location away from the noise generators, as
required by the losing activity.

b. "If it is a recurring cost, why is it an annual cost, and
why such an expensive one?"

Response:

It, however, also contains office space over the high
bay area that would not be required for the transfer. No
consideration for use or lay-up of this space (i.e.
cffice space over the high bay area) was made in the
original submittal. If this space were laid up, the
annual cost could be reduced by approximately $190K.
Therefore the overall operating annual cost would be
approximately $190K.
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SCENARIC 3-20-0198-35 AND SCENARIO 3-20-0198-35A
Reference: Control #DJD 020

Received: 0836 Hrs; 8 Dec 94

Due: 1200 HRS; 8 Dec 94

1. "RE: Data Call 35A; page 2-42, Table 2-F, (line a) One-Time
Costs: The 1996 figure of $11,470K does not add up from the
costs itemized on p.2-33. I believe the 1886 costs should add up
to $11,215K. The extra $255 K may be due to the mothball costs
which are identified elsewhere. Please resolve this
discrepancy."

Response:

Yes, you are correct. We have attached the corrected p.2-42
per the reduction of 1996 "One-Time Unique Costs" by $255K.
As this cost was placed in the earlier as a "Recurring Cost'
(line f, Table 2-F), no change is required on that entry.
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BRAC-95 SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT DATA CALL
Enclosure (2) - LOSING BASE QUESTIONS

Summarize data shown in response to supporting data questions a. through j. above in the
following table. Note that all entries must be shown in (S000).
Table 2-F(1)Dynamic Base Information Summary

Losing Base: NSWC-Annapolis

1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | Total

“
a. One-Time 1470 4.700 1.000 8.919 0 0 25.834 T 1214

Unique ey Y
Costs

b. One-Time 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unique
Sves

C. Oﬁf‘~TiIﬂ\.
Move

' 6.000 19.650 5.000 0 0 0 30.650 {
Costs |

Mission

d. | Net 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Costs

Mission

e. Net 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Savings

Recur

f. Misc l 255! 0 0 0 0 0 255
Costs*

Recur

g. Misc ﬁ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Savings

h. Land Sales 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1. Procureme 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
nt Cost
Avoid

w4
' j. Fac. Shutdown (KSF) ’ 598 | oAt
e

Note T- "Misceilaneous Kecurnng CosG  provide 107 :ne Lieep Lcean raciufv motn ball costs.
Note 2: Miscellaneous recumnng costs are entered for the tirst vear of occurence per COBRA instrucnons

Annapolis Site UIC 61533
Scenario 3-20-0198-035A 6 Dec 1994

xR Enclosure (2)
12{6[19 It -- 92
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v6 - Il

REQUEST 1rOR CLARIFICA'TION
BASE STRUCTURE ANALYSIS THAM (BSAT)
Controf f# DID 021 Dale sonk: 8 Dec 94
Aclivity: NSWC Catderock Div (Anpwolls) |
ATIN: Jin Logon or Judith Atldns ~ Pax: 703-602-0541
CLARIFICATION / CORRECTION REQUESTED for Scenaio Developmont Data Call # 3-20-0398-035 ond 035A:

J. In the non-CFC R&D proga, how many ol Aanapods’ le-house porsoarci ase porformiug direct devolopment work on tho
Navs's non-CI'C covling requiremonts? Do not Include conlmelors.

2. In the non-CEC RED pragrmm, how many o Amapolls’ in-house porsoiutel fwve dules in program management; awarding,
divecting and monitosing devolopmont contmets; goneraticg porformance or cost assessments; of recommending dosign
limprovenicats or coreective actiony, Do not Inchude contiactors, )

I need (is information by 1800, 8 Decomber.

\“._"'“\.

e Don DeYoumg  (703) G$1-0478

NOTE:™ “This Infdmation is nceded vigemly, Reqeest you respond with clarfication comments (below) of cortecied poge(s).
FAX a prellminary response dirccily to the BSAT at (703) 756-2174. 'Then, sond yowr offliclal rasponse, properly certified,

firough your chaln of command for ceitifteation and further forwarding to (s BSAT. Officlal cocumnentation must be retolnad to

supposl your respousc and bo Avaliuble for validation by tie Naval Audit Service,
Roply: ' o
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Scenario 3-20-0198-035 & -N35A
Reference: Control # DJD 021
Receivad 1630 MRS 8 DEC 1994
Due: 1800 HRS 8 DEC 1994

1. In the non-CFC R&D program, how many of Annapolis' In-house personnel
are performing direct development watk on the Navy's non-CPFC cooling
requirements? Do not include contractors.

Response:
At the present time a total of 30 Annapolis in-house personnel are working on the
non-CFC R&D program. Due to the critical nature of and magnitude of this effort, it
is required to raise this total to 40 by FY 1996 and confinue this level of manning
for the foreseeable future in order to meet the accelerated CFC phase out schedule.
This growth will bs accomplished through adjustment of petsonne! assignments
and/or if possible, staff augmentation. Members of the in-house staff frequently
split their work time between actual development work and work rolated to
contracting ¢ program management. Annapolis in-house personnel will perform 25
work years of direct development work on the Navy's non-CFC cooling requirements
in FY9S and 33 work years in FY96 and beyond. In addition, an estimated one man
year per year of base operating support (which assures the availability of cooling
water and other services) is required.

2. In the non-CFC R&D program, how many of Annapolis' in-house personnel
have duties In program management, directing and monitoring development
contracts, generating performance or cost assessments, or recommending design
improvements or corrective actions. Do not inciude contractors.

Response:
Annapolis in-house personnel will perform 5 work years in the areas of program
management, awarding, directing, and monitoring development contracts; generating
parformance of cost assessments; or recommending design improvements or
corrective actions in FY95. In FY96 and beyond this number will grow to 7 work
years. Only 3 10 4 personnel are devoted exclusively to these areas, the balance of
the work years are split among many personnel attached to this program who use
their *hands on" R&D knowledge to ensure that these functions are performad
efficiently and to the exacting standards necessary to meet Navy requirements, In
addition, an estimated one man year per year of contract spscialist support is
required.
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BSAT REQUEST FOR CLARIFICATION CONTROL # DJD 022
SCENARIOS DEVELOPMENT DATA CALLS # 3-20-0198-35A

Ref:

Response to DJD 011

QUESTION: The 172 personnel who are proposed to be moved to Philadelphia
by the alternative scenario are personnel performing "inherently governmental
functions," and the response further defines those functions. Describe how the
functions of the 89 personnel, who are related to the 6 critical facilities differ
from those explained for the 172,

Response: For clarity in answer the Question #1 of DJD 011. only the functions of
the 172 persons performing inherently governmental functions were addressed.  Also
in the response to DJD 011, the distribution of personnel to be relocated among
technical capabilities and functions was described in a table. That table is reproduced
here for your convenience.

Technical Capability Total Personnel Personnel Performing Personnel Related to the
Relocating Inherently Governmental 6 Critical Facilities to be
Functions Relocated to Philadelphia
Advanced Propulsion 25 16 9
Machinery R&D
Advanced Auxiliary 101 76 25
Machinery (including
Pulsed Power) R&D
Advanced Electric 82 59 23
Machinery R&D
| Machinery Acoustic 53 21 32
Silencing R&D
Sea Survival/Life-Saving 0 0. 0
! Systems
Totals 261 172 89

Personnel Performing Inherently Governmental Functions include positions, such as

program management, awarding, directing and monitoring development contracts,
generating performance or cost assessments, or recommending design improvements or
corrective actions which can be performed without requiring the operation of the

facilities now located at Annapolis.

Personnel Related to the 6 Critical Facilities include positions. such as measuring the

acoustic pertormance or thermal efficiency of experimental shipboard machinery, or
validating the performance of prototype equipment against specifications. all of which
require the Annapolis R&D facilities recommended for relocation to Philadelphia as
well as additonal inherently governmental functions more closely allied to the

DJD 022

1
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facilities. The 6 facilities were considered to be critical because the existing facilities
at Philadelphia are not capable of performing the R&D functions relocating.

QUESTION: Further, explain the rationale for why these personnel were not
proposed to move under the baseline scenario.

Response: The additional 89 personnel related to the 6 facilities are relocated to
preserve the capability to measure/evaluate performance of developmental machinery
svstems and components. These personnel were not relocated under Scenario -35
because they were closely related to the facilities and can not perform their functions
without those facilities.

The movement of the 89 personnel and 6 critical facilities was not proposed in
the Baseline Scenario -035, because our interpretation of the scenario statement was
that facilities could not be relocated or duplicated under the scenario’s guidelines.

Under the alternative Scenario -35A. positions associated with the facilities to
be relocated provide complementary assets in the performance of the inherently
governmental functions within Scenario -35. Without these personnel and facilities,
the ability of the Navy to perform those inherently governmental functions described
in the Baseline Scenario -35 will decrease in effectiveness in the future.

DJD 022 2
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Scenario 3-20-0188-035 & -035A
Reference: Control # DJD 023
Received 1300 HRS g DEC 1994
Due: 1700 HRS 9 DEC 1994

1. ) understand that the non-CFC R&D program is scheduled to end in 2002.
Identify the technical milestones that the program is working toward, as well as
policy directives and political requirements that are driving them. For each
year of the R&D program through 2002, show the technical staffing levels for
contractor personnel.

Response: The non-CFC R&D program is scheduled to end in 2002 as shown in attachment 1.
The R&D program is followed by fleet implementation which continues through
2010. It is essential that R&D facilities remain operational through the period
of fleet implementation to solve potential problems which occur during
implementation. Attachment 2 shows details of the R&D program as it relates to
specific ship classes.

The Department of Defense Directive (No. 6050.9), attachment 3, establishes
policy and assigns responsibilities for Research and Development programs to
develop suitable substitutes for CFC applications. Attachment 4 (OPNAVINST
5090.2) establishes policy for impiementing the Department of Defense
Directive within the Navy. The Naval Sea Systems Command letter of 27 July
1990 (attachment 5) assigns execution of the CFC R&D program to NSWC-CD.
The staffing levels for contractors are shown in the following table and are our
best estimates, assuming planned schedules can be met.

Staffing Level for Contractor Personnel By Fiscal Year and Site

Fiscal year
LOCATION a5 96 97 98 99 00 01 02
Annapolis on Site 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
York 40 42 44 40 30 20 10 0
Northern Research
and Engineering 3 4 4 3 3 2 0 0

Note: This contractor effort does not include any support for technical manuals, etc. which are
not included in the R&D program.

2. Is all of the program's technical activity confined to Buildings 3B/3C/3E?

Response: Yes, except for some of the technical personne! office space located in Building 3D
which is adjacent to the others.

3. | understand that the total replacement value for the facllitles is
approximately $11.2M. Assuming available funds, how !ong would it take to
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replicate (not relocate) those facilities at NSWC-Philadelphia, with concurrent
operation of the present facilities?

Response: The replacement cost of $11.2M is correct, excluding class two (buildings) and the
air conditioning plants themselves. The savings gained from not disassembling
existing facilities and shipping them to Philadelphia is equivalent to the cost of
purchasing new materials for use in Philadelphia. Assuming available funds in
addition to qualified engineers and technicians, it would take approximately 18
months to replicate the facilities. This schedule could possibly be accelerated
slightly by the use of extensive overtime with the associated increases in costs
above $11.2M. For the facilities to be productive, and to avoid program delays,
additional air conditioning plants would need to be purchased at a cost of
approximately $9M with three year contract and delivery time. Following this,
approximately 9 months of baseline operation to map the performance of the
plant in its facility would be required before the R&D program could continue.
Additional personnel would be required to be trained during this period to allow
the Annapolis personnel to continue working; however, one would expect some
delay in schedule due to an obvious requirement for the Annapolis personnel to be
involved in the relocation activities. As an example, construction of the current
facility began in 1991 and will be fully operational in 1995,

4. Where did the major equipment/facilities of the non-CFC complex come
from?

Response: The CFC Facilities were designed by NSWC Annapolis. They are constructed from
commercially available materials, with the exception of the air conditioning
plants themselves, which were purchased from York International. Construction
of the facilities was done on site by NSWC personnel.
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Department of Defense
DIRECTIVE

February 13, 1988

NUMBER 6050.9

Su

BJECT:

Chlereflicrocarboas (CFCs) azd

(a)

| &

L

“S2(A)

ete the Czone Layerl

Referecces: Mcztreal Protocol Sibstiaces that Dep!
(b) Frotesticz of Stratespheric Ozoce: U.S. Enoviroamental
Protectien Ageacy (USZPA) Fizal Pule (Faderal Register,
velu=e $3, page 30365, August 12, 1988)
A. PURPCSE

This Directive estedlishes policy azd assigns respezsitilities for:

1. The mazagezent ¢f C¥Cs aad kalezs iz the Departmect of Defense.

2. The idextificaticn ¢f CFC azd talea applications azad prioritizatica
of their uses.

3. Txe lcng-term trocess of decreasizg DeD dependance on CFCs acd Ralexs
because cI reduced availability ia future vesrs dus to receztly premulgated
icterzaticral and doeestic productica lizits (referezces (&) zad (b)).

4. Recearch znd developzezt (RED) pregrams to develep or evaluate suitabdle
substitutes for halozs a2d otler sissica-critical (77 applicaticcs.

5. A trackinog systex to decuzszt Del's azzual reguirezents fer CFCs and
balens.

3. AFFLICASILITY aND 82022

This Cirective epplies to:

} The OIfice ¢f the Sscretary i Jefezgs [0SI), the Milizary Zeg